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AMTRAK'S SERVICE REDUCTIONS 

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 12, 1977 

HOUSE OF REPRKSENTATIVES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND CoMMsrERCE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 

Washmgton, D.G. 
The subcommittee met at 2 p.m., pursuant to notice, in room 2218, 

Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Fred B. Rooney, presiding. 
Mr. RooNEY. When Congress established Amtrak by the Rail Pas- 

senger Service Act of 1970, most railroads were desirous of abandoning 
passenger service because they believed it was a hopeless financial 
burden. 

At that time, it was estimated that the American railroads were 
losing $200 million a year on this service. This was believed to be an 
intolerable loss. On the other hand, many persons believed that the 
reported loss was an inflated amount due to the railroads' discourage- 
ment of passenger service. 

Congress, however, believed that with proper management, equip- 
ment, and financing, rail passenger service would be a viable alter- 
native to the other modes of transportation. It therefore specifically 
provided, in the enabling legislation, that Amtrak was to be a for- 
profit corporation. This belief was supported by Amti-ak's backers 
who predicatetl it would make a profit by 1976. 

As we all know, Amtrak has not made a profit during the first 6 
years of its operations. Moreover, its deficits, which commenced with 
relatively modest amounts, have been mounting steadily. 

In addition, Amtrak's .5-year corporate plan, issued in August 1975, 
predicted operating losses between then and 1980 totaling $2.1 billion. 
The General Accounting Office reported in April 1976, that this esti- 
mate was too low. It stated the amount was more likely to be $2.6 
billion. Amtrak disagreed at the time, but I understand that now 
Amtrak is predicting an operating loss of $854 million for fiscal year 
1982. 

For fiscal year 1978, which conunenced last week, Congress appro- 
priated $488.5 million for an operational'sulisidy. Amtrak, however, 
believes that this amount is inadequate. It has requested a supple- 
mental appropriation in the amount of $56.5 million, and has stated 
that if this appropriation is not forthcoming, it will be required to 
impose severe service reductions, and/or elimination of trains. 

In view of Amtrak's lack of profitability, and the prospect for ever- 
increasing losses, Congress mu.st detei-mine M'hat amount constitutes 
a tolerable annual operating loss. I recognize that for many people 
this has become a very emotional issue, in addition to being an eco- 
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nomic issue. Nevertheless, it must be recognized that there is a point 
beyond which it becomes folly to continue certain services or trains. 
On the other hand, we must examine why ever-increasing losses must 
be expected. 

Where the projects for reasonable services at, if not a profit, a 
reasonable loss, unrealistic? Wliat efforts are being made to reduce 
costs and, conversely, what efforts are being made to increase 
revenues ? 

To date, the Grovernment has appropriated and guaranteed loans 
for capital improvements and operational grants amounting to about 
$4.3 billion. It is incumbent upon this su&ommittee to review Am- 
trak's accounting for its stewardship. 

Today, we will be focusing primarily on the methodology used by 
Amtrak to determine which services should be reduced, and the extent 
to which they are to be reduced, given the present appropriation of 
$488.5. 

It will be recalled that Congress directed Amtrak to establish 
criteria and procedures for making route and service decisions. This 
criteria is now in effect. I understand, however, that the criteria was 
not applied in this instance. We will want to know why this criteria 
was not applied. We will also want to consider what alternative 
measures were contemplated to the proposed service reductions. 

Finally, we will want to know what assurances there are as to the 
reliability of Amtrak's budget projections for operating losses. 

Our first witne<ss today will be the Honorable John M. Murphy of 
the great State of New York. Mr. Murphy. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN M. MURPHY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

Mr. MURPHY. I was going to make some re-marks and introduce the 
witness. I would ask unanimous consent that my statement be intro- 
duced. 

Mr. RooNET. Without objection, it will be entered into the record. 
[Hon. John Murphy's prepared statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN M. MURPHY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONORESS FBOM THE 
STATE OP NEW YORK 

Mr. Gbairman, fellow colleagues, It Is with great pleasure that I introduce 
the CommisRioner of Transportation for the State of New York, William 
Hennessy. Although this gentleman has been commissioner for' only a few 
months, lie is no stranger to NPW York Sta^e government, having been involved 
In various aspects of transportation for over 20 years. 

Mr. MURPHY. I would like to introduce the Honorable William C. 
Hennessv, the commissioner of transportation, New York Department 
of Transportation. 

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM C. HENNESSY, COMMISSIONER, 
NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY LOUIS ROSSI, DIRECTOR OF RAIL OPERATIONS 

Mr. HENNESSY. Thank vou for a.sking u? to gi\e our comments on 
the service Amtrak is gi^^ng, particularly to New York State, if you 



will. I have with me Louis Rossi. Louis is the director of our rail 
operations. 

I would like to say, at the outset, that I would hope I would have 
a better story to tell you today, but it is uot a vei^' happy story. I 
would like to confine my remarks to my prepared text, if that is all 
right with you, Mr. Chainnan. 

Mr. RooNEY. Without objection, your prepared text will become a 
part of the record, and you may summarize. 

Mr. HKNNESSY. I donot think it has been provided to the committee, 
and I will go ahead, in any event. 

Amtrak was created as a for-profit corporation to operate and re- 
vitalize intercity rail passenger service. Seven years later, Amtrak's 
losses are far larger than anyone projected. Service quality has dete- 
riorated to an imacceptable lex'el, and potentially profitable short 
commuter distance corridors in the Northeast have been neglected. 
Under Amtrak's present management philosophy, there is little hope 
the current trend of inci-easing annual deficits and erosion of service 
quality can ever be halted or reversed. 

New York State's Empire service corridor, between New York City 
and Buffalo, is a case in point. Since Amtrak's inception, millions of 
dollars have been invested by USRA, ConRail, MTA, and New York 
State DOT to improve the quality of Empire corridor traffic. 

By far, the most significant part of this impi-ovement effort is the 
State's high speed rail program. I might add, Mr. Chairman, that we 
have a $250 million bond issue in New York State, appropriated and 
committed to improve rail services in New York State and its ex- 
penditures are on schedule in concert with many capital improve- 
ments going on in the State generally. 

In October of 1976, the Department embarked upon a first phase of 
a program with a commitment of $36 million from its rail bond pro- 
gram to improve the tracks and signals between Poughkeepsie and 
Schenectady. 

Uix)n completion of the project in 1979, the maximum allowable 
speed along this section will be increased from the pi-esent 70 miles per 
hour to 110 miles per hour. 

The second phase of the program will fH,;?olv'e similar improvements 
to Schenectady-Buffalo segment and is estimated to cost between $50 
million and $100 million. Total ridership in the New York City- 
Albany-Buffalo corridor is projected to increase from the present 
700,000 annual figure to 3 million after completion of the State's high 
speed rail program. 

Just as a comparison, Mr. Chairman, I might add that when we 
speak of 700,000 pjissengei-s per year on the Amtrak services, we might 
compare that to the 4 million per day that we are taking care of with 
our commuter services in New York State. It is not to say we are 
withovit experience in the rail busine.ss. 

The ridership and profit potential of the Empire corridor and the 
millions invested, to date, in track and signal improvements, are now 
being discounted and worse, actually eroded. 

The quality of Amtrak service in the Empire corridor has collapsed 
since Amtrak assumed operation of passenger services in 1971. The 
May 1971 schedule! runnmg time of 7 hours 30 minutes between New 



York City and Buffalo has been increased by more than 1 hour to 8 
hours and 40 minutes. 

Tlie on-time performance of Empire service trains averaged only 
14 percent for the first 4 months of 1977. Amtrak has failed to honor 
commitments for new equipment and continues to operate key Em- 
pire service trains witli womout, conventional equipment. 

Despite this unacceptable level of sei-vice, Amtrak continues to 
regularly increase their fares. Worse .still, Amtrak is absolutely ada- 
mant in refusing to tighten up slack schedules and reduce travel times 
as track work improvements are completed. 

New York State DOT has had to abandon negotiations with Am- 
trak and negotiate directly with ConRail. ConRail has been coopera- 
tive and has raised track speeds in New York for passenger trains. 

AVe are stunned that, having achieved this for Amtrak, Amtrak will 
not decrease schedule times but insists upon using the available time 
as slack in its already generous schedules. It is obvious that additional 
appropriations to Amtrak will not solve this problem. 

Amtrak has already demonstrated its inability to capitalize on the 
benefits and potential provided by New York State's liberal invest- 
ments in the most ambitious rail passenger service improvement pro- 
gram in the Nation. 

Last year. New York granted Amtrak tax relief of over $10 million 
and now Amtrak has jcoi^ardized even that as part, of our good faith. 
Despite our best efforts, Amtrak has failed to return service quality 
for State aid and has become an operational fiasco. 

Clearly, the Federal management attention is misdirected and sim- 
ply providing mom public funds, under the present condition, cannot 
bo the answer. 

Alternatives are contracting directly with raili-oads and returning 
the subsidies to the States. Other suggestions have been contracting 
with the national buslines or investing in autotrain. More impor- 
tantly, Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to sit and say how it should be 
done. I only came today to tell you that, as is apparent by my testi- 
mony, we are not quite satisfied witli the way Amtrak is doing business 
in New York State. We would like to think there are alternatives that 
your good committee could discover, could look at and could perhaps 
help us. In turn, we will help you. In turn, we will work with Amtrak, 
if they would only work more closely with us and don't play the game 
of solitaire with railroading. 

Let us work together on this and solve it. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 33.] 
[Mr. Hennessy's prepared statement and attachments follow:] 

STATEMENT OP WH-LIAM C. HENNESSY, COMMISSIONER, NEW YORK STATE 
DEPARTMENT  O? TBANSPcmTATio.v 

Amtrak was created by the Rail Passenger Sen-ice Act of 1970 as a for-proflt 
corporation to oiierate and revitalize intercity rail passenger sen-ice. Seven years 
later. Amtrak's los.ses are far larger than anyone projet-ted: sen'ice quality has 
deteriorated to an unacceptable level; and potentially profltAble short to medium 
distance corridors in the Northeast Imve l>een neglected. Under Amtrak's i)resent 
management philosophy, there is little hoije that current trend of increasing 
annual deficits and erosion of service quality tan ever be halted and reversed. 
New York State's Empire Sen-ice Corridor between New York City and Buflfalo 
Is a case in point. 



Since Amtrak's Inception, millions of dollars have been invested by USRA, 
Conrail, MTA and NY DOT to improve the quality of Empire Corridor trackage. 
By far the most sig-niflcant part of this improvement effort is the State's High 
Speed Rail Program. In Octol)er, 1976, the Department embarked on the first 
phase of this program with a commitment of !f3t> million from its Rail Bond Pro- 
gram to Improve tracks and signals between Poughkeepsle and Schenectady. Upon 
completion of the project in 1979, the maximum allowable speed along this section 
will be increa.sed from the present 70 mph to 110 mpli. The Second phase of the 
program will Involve similar improvements to the Schenectady-Buffalo segment 
and is estimated to cost between $50 and $100 million. Total ridership in the 
New York City-All)any- Buffffalo Corridor is projected to increase from the pres- 
ent 700,000 annual figure up to 3,000,000 after completion of the State's High 
Speed Rail Program. 

The ridership and profit potential of the Empire Corridor and the millions 
invested to date in track and signal improvements are now being discounte<l 
and worse, actually eroded, management. The quality of Anitrak service in 
the Empire Corridor has collai»sed since Amtrak assumed operation of pas.sen- 
ger services in 1971. The May, 1971 scheduled running time of 7 hours 30 min- 
utes between New York City and Buffalo has been increased by more than an 
hour to 8 hours 40 minutes. On-time i)erformance of Empire Service trains 
averaged only 14.2% for the first four months of 1977. Amtrak lias failed to 
honor commitments for new equipment and continues to operate key Empire 
Service trains with worn-out conventional equipment. And desiute this un- 
acceptable level of service, Amtrak continues to regularly increase fares. 

Worse still, Amtrak is absolutely adamant in refusing to tighten-up slack 
schetlules and reduce travel times as track work improvements are completed. 
NY DOT has had to abandon cooperative negotiations with Amtrak and nego- 
tiate for speed Increases directly with Conrail. Conrail has been cooi)erative and 
has raised track sjieeds in New York for passenger trains. We are stunned 
that, having achieved this for Amtrak, Amtrak will not decrease schedule times 
but insists upon using the available time as .slack in its already generous 
schedules. 

It is obvious that additional appropriations to Amtrak will not solve the 
problem. Amtrak has already demonstrated its inability to capitalize on the 
benefits and potential provided by New York State's liberal investments in the 
mo.st ambitious rail passenger service improvement program in the nation. Last 
year. New York granted Amtrak tax relief worth over $10 million annually and 
now Amtrak has jeoi)ardized even this good faith action. 

Despite our best efforts, Amtrak has failed to return service quality for State 
aid and has become an operational fiasco. Clearly the Federal management at- 
tention is misdirected, and singly providing more public funds under present 
conditions is not the answer. Alternatives to consider are contracting directly 
with the railroads and returning the subsidies directly to the States for con- 
tract operations in the manner that commuter .service.^ are successfully run. 
Other suggestions that have been made are contracting with the national bus- 
lines or investing in Autotrain. As yet another alternative, incentive payments 
could be provided for and tied to operating performance and economic viability. 
These incentive payments could be allocated to dividends to Amtrak's stock- 
holders—more or less compelling Amtrak to ojierate like a normal business 
enterprise. More reorganizaticm of the pre.sent Amtrak organization is not an 
acceptable alternative. The basic point is that we do not have to make, nor 
should we think we must make, the Nation's intercity traveler captive to an 
inefficient monopoly railroad. 
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NEW YORK STATE 
DEnUtTMENTOF TRAMSPORTiOION 
William C. HannMiv, CommtMion«r 

1220Wathtngton Avenue, Stat« Campus. Albany, New York 12232 

OCT 21 \m 

The Honorable Fred Rooney 
The House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Hr, Rooney: 

I v«ant to thank you for the opportunity you gave me to appear before 
your Subconnlttee last week and state my views on AflTRAK. 

First of all, I would like to expand upon my answer to your last 
question about CONRAIL service quality in New York.  I would like to 
state for the record that we In New York are convinced that the 
most Important reason CONRAIL service quality in our Southern Tier 
turned out well is because of the interest and cornnitment your 
Subconnlttee demonstrated by coming to Elmira and hearing our concerns. 
I do not believe I had the opportunity to thank you for this, and I 
hope we can call upon you In the future to help on other freight 
service problems. 

The travelling public needs the same kind of help with regard to 
AffTRAK. AKTRAK has not shown, as my testimony Indicated, that It 
can capitalize on public Investments and take steps toward better 
service and Increased profitability (or at least decreased losses). 
I am confident that the close Involvement of your Subcommittee can 
rectify this situation and provide us with remedies. 

You asked me what alternatives I saw to the present system and what 
remedies I might suggest. Let me elaborate on this for you. 

First and foremost, the present AHTRAK organization provides no checks 
and balances on operational, planning, marketing or other management 
decisions. We have accepted the creation of a monopoly railroad and 
have provided no checks and balances against these decisions, little 
regulatory mechanism and no mechanism for providing any competitive or 
substitute services whatsoever. 

Corrective actions to consider are: 

1. A balanced state-OOT representation on the AHTRAK Board of 
Directors 

2. A statutory percentage of AMTRAK appropriations specifically 
set aside for IiOSCb) services.  It might also be wise to 
establish a statutory provision increasing this percentage 
10% every year; eventually, this would make AMTRAK an entlraly 
Jointly-funded state/federal program. 



3. A statutory change permitting a state or commuter rail authority 
(at Its option) to elect to have the entire federal subsidy of a 
particular train service appropriated directly to it. As I 
mentioned, the states are no newcomers to the job of moving rail 
passengers and, in many cases, providing additional intercity 
service will be a minor new addition to commuter responsibilities, 

4. Returning responsibility for operations back to individual 
railroad with AHTRAK only providing coordination effort such as; 
reservations, national timetables. 

Again, let me express my thanlu to you and extend my pledge to assist you 
and your staff in any way you desire,  I am attaching a detailed staff 
study of AMTRAK operations in New York which explains some of the matters 
we are most concerned about and which indicate to us some of the manage- 
ment problems needing resolution. 

Sincerely, 

I      r       uckikiccc w ^ W. C. HENNESSY 
Commissloner 

The Honorable John Murphy 
Hr. Brad Johnson 
Hr. Clifford Elkins 

Attachment 
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Briefing Doouncnt 
September 15,  1977 

EUMttRY OF AMTRAK ISSUES 

ON-TIME PERrOia.!ANCE 

On-time perfor.'ance In New York otate has declined since the beclnnir.;' of 
1975.    Eir.plre Service pierfcrtrrmce Tor the first four inonthf of 19VV has 
been a meuper 6./!J,   3.IS,   X?.}%,  ar.ci li.ZX.    Amtrai mist he persuaded to 
address and solve the problens such as equipment failures and lack of 
accountability which ore '-ontrlbutlii," to unacceptable train perforRiance.    A 
detailed discussion of this Issue is attached. 

FAJiES 

Fares should not be increased unt'l an acceptable level of on-tlro perfonnsnce 
has been achieved. Ajiitrak har,  continued to increase fares despite the objections 
of this Department. A detailed discussion of this iscue is attached. 

SCHEDULE REDUCTIONS 

The Department Is convinced that schedule reductions are possible no-jj as a 
result of recent State, Conrall, trPA and U3PJI Invostr.ents in the Empire Corridor. 
In most areas, ifflth the exception of the''c.'-. i.kc-;..-l-*noffr.'^is .<;crr;ent, the track 
is In better condition no// than It was when -•ih-^ .''iled rujjiinc tirr.es were 
shorter. We are currently addressinfj the possibility of Increayed track :;rteds 
and schedule reductions wlxh Conrall. A detailed discussion of this issue is 
attached. 

Alfl-"LELT EQUIHJTIIT 

Aiitrak must supply new Amfleet equipment as soon as possible to replace K^rn 
out conventional equipment now operating in the Umpire Corrlcor. 'A'hpn the 
Departc.ent embarked on its hi^li speed rail ..rorrac., Schuler and .Heistrup 
reached the understandin.-^ that the State would be rcpcnsible for track rork 
and Amtr&k would provide new equip~:'^nt to meet demand. A detailed discussion 
of this issue Is attached. 

NEW ALBAJiT OP. SYPACUEE TO BUFFAW Til/iIN 

In the February, 1977 Schulcr-Hel.';trup Letter of Intt-nt, Amtrak agreed to 
Initiate additicnaj. service from Albany or Syracuse to Puffnlo at the .spring, 
1977 schedule change. Amtrak did not meet the Spring ta'-^^et date and has nov; 
taken the position that iraplemontation of the new train this Fall must be 
accompariied by service reduction::: elsewhere in X.hn  Empire Corridor. This position 
Is totally unacceptable to the State. A detailed discussion of this issue is 
attached. 
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AWTRAK-CONRAIL MAINTENANCE AGREHJEHT FOR 
P0UGHKEEP3IE-SCHENECTAD'/ HIGH SPEED RAIL IMPROVH-ENIB 

The agreement between the State and Conrall for the on-going PoughJceepsIe- 
Schenectady High Speed Rail Track and Signal project envisions a separate 
maintenance agreement between Conrail and Amtrak for Increnental naintenance 
(maintenance over and above that required fcr freight service). The 
DepartRient has repeatedly requested Amtrak for a copy of the Amtrak-Conrail 
Letter of Intent in connection with the Incremental maintenance agreement. If 
Amtrak does not honor this request now, the High Speed Rail project may be 
In Jeopardy. 

SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS TO BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS AREA 

A comitment from Amtrak to extend Empire Service from Buffalo to Niagara 
Falls with possible connections to Toronto is a prerequisite for further 
advancement of Buffalo-Niagara Falls service Improvements Including 
rehabilitation of the Niagara Branch and construction of a station at Niagara 
Falls. Conrail and the Department have advanced the Niagara Branch rehabilitation 
project to a point where this commitment is needed before further progress can be 
nade. 

SCHEMECTADY STATION 

Last August the Schenectady City Council approved the paroe?3of land for 
conveyance to Amtrak for perking In connection with the new downtown 
Schenectady Station. The City (Mayor Duc^ ) is nov7 reconsidering the 
parking situation and unless Amtrak is assured the availability of adequate 
parking, further project development may be delayed and the October, 1978 
opening date may not be met. 
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ON-TDIE PERFORUANCE 

BACKGROUND 

Standards for the performance of passenger trains are prescribed under Section 
1124.6 of the Interstate Commerce Commission's Adequacy of Intercity Rail 
Passenger Service Standards (Part 1124 of Title 49 of Code of Federal Regulations, 
Deceirber 27, 1973). Section 1124.6 states that a train shall arrive at its 
final destination no later than 5 minutes after the .':cheduled arrival time per 
100 miles of operation, or 30 minutes after the scheduled arrival time, whichever 
is less. The following table Illustrates the application of this standard to 
Es^lire Service trains. 

ESJPIRE SERVICE ON-TIME PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

MAXIMUM TDJE TRAIN 
CAN ARRIVE AT FINAL 

DESTINATION AFTER SCHEDULED 
ONE-V(AY ARRIVAL V/ITHOUT BEING 

TRAINS MILEAGE CONSIDERED LATE 

NYC-Albany 141 5 minutes 
NYC-Syracuse 286 15 minutes 
NYC-Buffalo 438 20 minutes 

Amtrak's Empire Service on-time performance has declined steadily since the 
beginning of 1975. Table 1 summarizes monthly Empire Service on-time 
performance for 1974, 1975, 1976 and 1977 to date. 

A>/TRAK'S POSITION 

AmtraX contends that their Inability to produce acceptable on-time performance 
stems primarily from the following: 

-The single track between Stuyvesant CCP 126 - approximately 15 miles south of 
the Albany-Rensselaer Station) and Hoffraans (CP 11 - approximately 8 miles east 
of the Amsterdam station) causes passenger train delays. Even though passenger 
trains are scheduled to avoid Interference on the single track, these delaj-s 
do occur If certain trains are late. For example, eastbound passenger trains 
are often stopped at Hoffraans and are not allowed to enter the single track 
until a late westbound passencer train has cleared the single track at Hoffmens. 
Amtrak maintains that installation of the second track between Stuyvesant 
and Albany-Rensselaer under our High Speed Rail contract will enable them to 
Improve on-time performance. 

-Track maintenance and rehabilitation projects are currently being progressed 
under several programs including the Department's Poughkeepsie-Schenectady 
High Speed Rail Track and Signal Program and Albany-Buffalo Interlocking 
Rehabilitation Program, Conrall's 1977 Poughkeepsle-Buffalo t.falntenance 
Program and IfTA's 1977 Grand Central Terminal - Poughkeepsle Maintenance 
Prcgrara. A-itrak argues that this maintenance and rehabilitation work causes 
delays beceuse passenger trains must pass work gangs at reduced speed (typically 
30 nph) and must sometimes stop completely to receive train orders or wait for 
an opposing train to "single track" around a work gang. 
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-Slow orders (speed restrictions) placed on sections of bad track where work 
has not yet commenced or Is not yet complete delay passencer trains and reduce 
on-time performance. 

HYSDOT'S POSITION 

The Department recognizes Amtrak's contentions as only part of the on-tlroe 
performance problem and argues as follows; 

-Passenger trains with acceptable on-tlire performance were operated with the 
single track between Stuyvesant and Hoffmans and while track was being main- 
tained and rehabilitated for several years prior to 1975. The single track Is 
only a problem if delays elsewhere set up a potential conflict between 
opposing trains on the single track. 

-The Department has determined from passenger train delay reports that a signif- 
icant percentage of the delays are attributable to factois other than track and 
signal problems and train Interference In corjiection with the single track. 
These other delays are depicted In Chart 1 and are sa-nTMrlzed In the 
table below. 

PASSEMGEH TRAIN DELAYS NOT ASSOCIATED KITH TRACK t  SIGNAL PROBLEXB 
AND TRAIN INTERFERENCE 

PERCENT OF TOTAL 
NATURE OF DEUY DELAY IllS. EXAIvffLES OF PRQBLE!g CAUSING DELAY 

Equipment failures, train    26.5        Failure of air conditioning In conventional 
servicing and handling coach requires lengthly delay at station 

stop enroute for servicing. 

Passenger Handling 4.5        Conductor is not in place to open doer and 
assist passengers when train arrives at 
station resulting In additional station 
<N»ell time. 

Ulscellaneous 7.8        Train crew arrives late at station. 
TOTAL WTff 

Delays not a.<;socIated with track and signal problems and train Interference generally 
stem from a lack of accountability on the part of Amtrak and Conrall. Operation 
of passenger service Is a Joint effort (i.e. Conrall maintains the track to 
passeriger service standards and provides train operators under contract with 
Amtrak; Antrak owns end maintains the equipment and provides on-board service 
personnel) and neither Conrall n-.-r Amtrak management Is overly concerned about 
acco-jntabllity since one can easily blame  the other when operational problems 
arise. This further ipipacts each organization to the extent that employees no 
longer feel the need to accomplish their tasks In a responsible fashion. The 
root of the problem lies with Antrok. The on-time performance Issue cannot 
be satisfactorily resolved until Amtrak is cor>olled to accept responsibility 
for its share of the passenger service operation and exerts pressure on Conrall 
to do the same. 

-Chronic n.ilfunotlons of obsolete conventional nrach equlji^jent and motive power 
Inoludir.:; K3 and E9 dlecel-electric locomotives and FL-9 electric locon^jtlves 
plague the on-time performance of the "Niagara Rainbow" (MYC-Albany-Buffalo- 
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Detroit) and *'^* "^'" Shore Limited" (HYC/Boston-Albany-Buffalo-Chlcago) 
It is the Department's position that the "Niagara Rainbow" as well as 
the "Adirondack" should be reequlppedwlth new Amfleet equipment (see 
Amfleet issue) as soon as possible. This would certainly have a positive 
impact on the performance of these trains.  Similarly, the Department must 
press Amtral! to reequlp the "Lake Shore Limited" with Amfleet and converted 
sleeping oars (in May of 1977 Amtrak's Board approved a $2.75 million project 
to convert conventional sleepers to be ooinpatible with Amfleet. The former 
Budd stainless steel cars are earmarked for Amtrak overnight services currently 
being operated with Amfleet Including the Panama Limited and the James 
Whiteomb Rlley). 

CHRtWOLOCY OF REUTED EVENTS 

Date Event 

May J, 1977 Shiatte to Gordon Letter opposing proposed June, 1977 
fare Increase - poor on-time performance was cited and 
the need for improvements in lieu of fare increases 
was stressed. 

June 14, 1977 HYSDOT/Amtrak meeting In Albany to discuss general 
rail passenger service issues. Department stressed need 
for increased on-time performance 

June 28, 1977 

August 2, 1977 

Cartin to Graham follow-up letter  to June 14, 1977 
meeting - reiterates need for increased oi.-time performance. 

Hennessy to Reistrup letter regarding editorial on poor 
quality of Amtrak Service - reiterates need for Increased 
on-time performance. 

August 3, 1977        Cartin/Lombardi meeting In Washington - Amtrak again 
pressed for improvements to on-time perfomance 

August 23, 1977       Cartin to Lombard! letter opposing proposed October, 1977 
fare increases and recommending that Increase be postponed 
until on-time performance Improves. 
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FARES 

BACKGROUND 

In federal fiscal year 1977 Amtrak adopted a fare Increase policy aimed at recovering 
Inflationary cost Increases twice a year. The amount of fare Increase is generally 
set at approximately 75S of the Increase in the Consumer Price Index for services. 
Beginning this October, Amtrak plans to regularly place fare increases into effect 
coincident with the October and April schedule changes necessitated by the changes 
In daylight savings time. 

In June, 1977 Amtrak Increased Empire Service farelOt - a 3t  general increase to 
counter inflation and a 7%  surcharge aimed at recovering the additional losses 
(estimated at S15 million) sustained by Amtrak during the severe 1976-1977 winter. 
The following table Illustrates the magnitude of this Increase for select Empire 
Service city pairs. 

EMPIRE SERVICE FARE INCREASES 
JUNE 1977 

ONE-WAY COACK 
FARE PRIOR TO 

CITY PAIR June 12, 1977 

NYC-Albany $10.00 
NYC-Utica 17.00 
NYC-Syracuse 20.00 
NYC-Rochester 25.50 
NYC-Buffalo 29.00 

ONE-WAY COACH 
FARE EFFECTIVE 
June 12, 1977 INCREASE 

$11.00 $1.00 
19.00 2.00 
22.00 2.00 
27. JO S.00 
31.00 2.00 

This month, Amtrak's Board of Directors approved a 2it  fare increase for Empire 
Service and a 5S fare increase for the "Adirondack" to become effective at the 
October 30, 1977 schedule change. 

AJJlTRAX'S POSITION 

Under Ajntrak's enabling legislation (Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, as 
amended), the states have no veto power on fares, routes or service (Section 306(c)) 
on Amtrak's basic system. The recently enacted Stevenson Amendment does however 
establish Amtrak and the States as 50-50 partners in deciding matters which are 
likely to have a significant effect on scheduling, marketing (fares and ticketing) 
or operation of ^03(b) trains. The states (National Conference of State Railway 
Officials) and Amtrak arc currently negotiating a standardized iOjCb) contract 
which will reflect the Stevenson Anfindment and will provide the states with veto 
power on fares, scheduling and marketing only in connection with '403(b) services. 
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Amtrak did solllcit the Department's conDTients on the June, 1977 and the forthcoming 
October, 1977 Empire Service fare increases. Although the Department objected to 
both increases, our arguments did not prevail and the fare increases were approved 
by Amtrak's Board. In each Instance, it has been Amtrak's position that they must 
act in a manner that will enhance their ability to increase revenues and reduce 
losses. Aratrak contends that fares sho'jld not be tied to train performance. 

WYSDOT'S POSITION 

The Department, in taking exception to both the June, 1977 and the October, 1977 
fare increases, has argued that contlnaing fare increases coupled vdth virtually 
no on-tinie performance (see on-time performance issue) will erode rail passenger 
service patronage in New York State. Furtherrore, at the June U, 1977 Amtrak 
meeting in Albany and again in a August 23, 1977 letter to Antrak opposing the 
October, 1977 fare increase, the Department urged Amtrrik to postpone further fare 
increases uiitil saticfactory on-time perforr,ance is achieved and to pursue a 
strategy of fare reductions to counteract passenger inconvenience steniming from 
poor schedule reliability. 

CIIRONOUXJY OF RF.L/.TED EVENIS 

Date Event 

March 17, 1977      Gordon (Amtrak State Affairs) to Shlatte letter announcing 
proposed June fare increase. 

April 13, 1977      Gall (Amtrak Llarketing) to Shlatte letter detailing basis 
of proposed June fare increase. 

t^y 5, 1977        Shiatte to Gordon letter opposing proposed June fare Increase 
and recoj'cnendinr; a nore intense m-irixtine cai.ipait'n and 
improved quality of service In lieu of fare increases. 

Juiie 12, 1977       Amtrak places fare increases into effect. 

June 14, 1977     NYSMT/Amtrak meeting in Albany to discuss general rail 
passenger service issuoc - Depnrtr.cnt reoc-nr.ends fare 
reductions until on-time pcrfon.Tince Ir.proves. Amtrak 
takes recoiinendatlo:i under adviser:cnt. 

June 28,  1977       Cartin to Graham (Amti-ak Service Plasminc) follov.-up letter 
to June lAr  1977 meeting - reiterates need for fare 

reductions. 

Aurust 2,  1977      Hennesf;y to Reislrup letter re^ardir." editorial on poor quality 
of Amtrak service - x*eltor&tes ne-.^d to reduce farcf: and 
reques'o: response to June 14, 1977 Cirtin letter to Ajntrak. 
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Date 

August 3,  1977 

August 5, 1977 

August 23, 1977 

September 8, 1977 

gvent 

CartlnAombardl (Antrak State and Local Services) meeting in 
Washington - Lombardl rejects fare reduction reconmendation 
and states that Amtrak's policy is to increase fares and at 
the sanie time improve on-tirce performance. Aintrai also 
presents proposal for October, 1977 fare increase. 

Lombardl to Cartin letter requesting written comments on 
proposed October 30, 1977 fare increase. 

Cartin to Lombardi letter opposing proposed October, 1977 fare 
increase and reconmending that increase be postponed and 
fares reduced until on-time performance improves. 

Lombardi/Cartln phone conversation - despite NYSDOT objections, 
Amtrak Board approves October, 1977 fare Increase. 
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SCHEDULE REDUCTIONS 

BACKGROUND 

Since Amtrak assumed operation of passenger service In May, 1971, Empire 
Service running tiroes between New York City and Buffalo have Increased 
by over an hour. Table 2 outlines the erosion of Bnpire Service 
running times on the MYC-Albany, Albany-Syracuse, and Syracuse-Buffalo 
segments. 

AMTRAK'S POSITION 

Amtrak's position on this issue Is unclear. The final say for schedule 
reductions In the Empire Corridor rests with Conrall. On one hand, Amtrak 
maintains that they have pressed Conrall for schedule reductions and have 
been unsuccessful. On the other hand, Amtrak argues that it Is their 
unwritten policy to reduce scheduled running times only after on-tlne 
perforraance has reached 90<. 

NYSDOT'S POSITION 

On the basis of the large Investments by UTA, U.'5RA, Conrall and MYSDOT 
in Empire Corridor track Improvements In recent years (See Table 3   ) 
and historic rail passenger service schedules, the Department is convinced 
that schedule reductions of up to 1 hour between Hew York City and Buffalo _ 
can be implemented now. The Department's proposal for Fall, 1977 schedule ' 
reductions is outlined in Table i,. 

CHRONOLOGY OF RELATED EVENTS 

Date Bvent 

June li, 1977        KYSDOT/Amtrak meeting In Albany to discuss general rail 
passenger service issues.  Department pressed Amtrak 
for 20 minute reduction South of Albany, and 50 minute 
reduction west of Albany. Amtrak opposes on basis of 
poor on-time performance and delays due to track/iork. 

June 28, 1977        Cartin to Graham follow up letter to June 14, 1977 
meeting - emphasized need for schedule reductions. 

August 2, 1977        Hennessy to Relstrup letter regarding editorial on poor 
quality of AmtraX service-need for schedule reductions 
emphasized. 

August 3, 1977 I Cartin/Lombardl meeting In Washington - Amtrak again 
pressed for schedule reductions. Amtrak opposes on basis 
of poor on-time performance and delays due to trackwork. 

August 25, 1977 .      NYSDOT/Conroll/Amtrak meeting In Hew York City - Depart- 
ment prerf:es ArTitrak and Conrall for 1 hour 'npire Service 
reduction (See T-iblc 1   )• Coni'Qll adamantly opposes 
reductlcn.<-. due to delays csuped by on-going *racky;ork and 
Is reluctant to Increase track speeds to 79 mph. 
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TABLE 2 
MISTOilY or DffIRE SERVICE ROTOIIIIO TIVES 

STATION TO STATION RUKNIKC TUTS 

STATIOW PAIBS 

WC - Croton 
Croton - Poughlteepjle 
Touefi>:c<rp:iie - Rhinecllff 
Rhlnccllff - Hudion 
Hudson - Albany 
lOTAL 

HtC - Albuur 

Albany - Colonle 
Colonle - Ar^terdajD 
Aaistcrdan - Utlca 
Ullca - Roiic 
Roi-« - Syracuse 
SUBTOTAL 

Albany - Syracuse 
TOTAL 

NYC - Syracuse 

Syracuse - Rochester 
Rochosler - Buffalo 
SUBTOTAL. 
Syracuse - Buffalo 

TOTAL 
mc - Buffalo 

UUlUtltH 
1968" 1969" 1971» 

Arr.ii- 
1972« 1973* 1977f 

}5B 

35» 
15a 
2an 
35111 

52n 
38n 
15n 
20n 
35=1 

"5211 
38o 
15n 
20o 
35o 

52B 
3am 
15m 
20m 
35D 

57m 
<3m 
15m 
22m 
3J. 

57m 
43m 
15a 
22a 
3>a 

50o 
48a 
15a 
27ki 
4C3I 

2h 40a 2h UM 2h 40m 2h (;03 2h 5aa 2h 50n 3h OOB 

25m 
15a 
50n 
15n 
35i» 

2h 

20ni 
25m 
50m 
15ra 
35m 

25n 

20n 

Ih 15m 

55m 

21a 
27m 

Ih 02ra 
16m 
51n 

2h 57TI 

Ih 

2h 

19m 
37m 
02m 
l(a 
3an 

<6n 

19B 
37B 

Ih 03m 
Ite 
43a 

2h 51-3 

24» 
37* 

Ih OJa 
16a 
35a 

2h 20m 2h 30o 2h J5a 

5h 00m 5h 05n 5h lOtn 5h 37iB 5h 36n 5h 4Sa 5h 5511 

Ih 20m 
Ih IQj 

Ih 
Ih 

15m 
lOa 

Ih 10B 

Ih lOm 
Ih l&n 
Ih 17n 

Ih 29a 
Ih 15a 

Ih 33n 
Ih 153 

Ih 33B 
Ih 12a 

2h 30n 2h 25n 2h 20a 2h 33m 2h Us Zh 48a 2h 45a 

7h 30n 7h 30m 7h 30n 8h lOm 8h 20m Sh J(M - 8h 400 

Includes station dwell. 
5 Nrc-Buffalo trains,  3 NYC-Albany trains. 
3 NYC-aaffalo trains, 4 NYC-Albany trains. 
4 NYC-Buffalo trains,  3 inrc-Albar,y trains. 
2 NYC-Buffalo trains,  1 NYC-Syraciise train, 2 NYC-Albany trains. 
3 NYC-Buffalo trains, 1 NYC-Syracase train,  5 NYC-Albany trains. 
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TABLE 3 

niPIRE CORRIDOR TRACK IMPROVBIENT PROJECTS SINCE 197/i» 

PROJECT DESCRIPTIOH 

Utlca-Buffalo Track Rehab. 
(Rehabilitate Interlockints) 

Albany-Buffalo Track Rehab. 
(Rehabilitate Intcrlocklngs) 

New York City-Buffalo Track 
Rehabilitation 
(Rail, ties, surfacing) 

New York Clty-Huffalo Track 
Rehabilitation 
(Rail, ties, surfacing) 

Poughkeepsie-Schenectady 
High Speed Rail Program 
(Rail, ties, surfacing, 
cab signals) 

•Does not Include annual UTA naintenance programs between Ne« York City and Poughkecpjie. 

DATE OF PROJECT PROJECT COST 

»1,300,000 

PROJECT SPD!;.1CR 

197^-1975 HYSDOT 

1975-1977 
) 

5,400,000 NYSDOT 

1975-1976 6,800,000 USM 

1976-1977 Not Available Conrall 

1977-1980 34,000,000 NYSDOT 
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TABLE 4 
PROPOSED FPXL  1977 SCHZDuLE REDUCTIONS 

KYC-Albany Segrent 
Renove Slow Orders placed into effect 2/15/77 
Improved track conditions frora 1977 HSH Pronran 
Decrease Schedule South of Fou^hiteepsie 

Subtotal - tnrC-iUbar^: 

Jklbony-Syracuse Segir.ont 
Increase track speed to 79 MPil (See Table 5) 

Subtotal - Albany-i^racuse: 

Syracuse-Buffalo Segrent 
Increase track speed to 79 !.!rH (See Table 6) 

Subtotal - Syracuse-Buffalo: 

Total - NYC-Buffalo: 

15 nin.(l) 
5 n-dn. 

10 nini2) 
30 rin. 

15_ninf3) 
15 Ein. 

15 ninU) 
15 rain. 

60 min. 

Notes: 
(1) NYC-Albany schedule was increased 10 nirutes on 2/15/77 as follows: 

HYC-Croton 
Engine chtnge Croton 
Croton-Poughieepsie 
Poughkeepsie-Piiinecliff 
Hudson-Albany 

• Total: 

• 0 min. 
-5 min. 
+3 min. 15 minutes to acconnodate 
+5 rain. track work. 
+7 min. 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

•10 irin. 
Southbound trains during week of 8/1/77-8/6/77 rade up an average of 
8 minutes, high of 12 ninutes and -ode of 10 minutes bet'.veen Croton- 
Harmon and OCT. This occurred for i4/46 or 965 of the trains. At 
that time, from 4:02 pa August 1 thru 4:01 August 4, Sulletin' Orcc-r 
No. 7-673 reduced speeds on cor.'nuter territcrj' North of Spuj-ten 
Duyvil (DV) to accommodate installation of C'.ffl or. Track -'1  and ties 
on Track #3- 
October 1968 Albany-Syracuse running time was 135 minutes. This schedule 
is duplicated as follows: 

Current Albany-Syracuse running time 165 min. 
Less time for increased track speeds 15 min. 
Less time for routing through doiratovm Schenectedy 15 min. 
Lees time for Increased superelevation 3 min. 

Kay 1971 Syracuse-BufCalo running time was 135 minutes 
is duplicated as follows: 

Current Syracuse-Buffalo running time 
Less time for Increased track speeds 
Less time for increased superelevation 
Less tine for Improvement of poor track adjacent 
to Rochester and Buffalo yards 

132 rinT 
This schedule 

160 min. 
15 min. 
2 min. 

6 min. 
135 min. 
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ANFLEET EQUIPhEMT 

BACKGROUND 

When the Department an)b«rked on Its High Speed lUtl Program In September 
of 197S* Corranl&sloner Schuler and Paul Relstrup arrived at a basic 
understanding that this Deportment would be responsible for traclc improve- 
ments and Amirak would provide new equipment as needed.  This understanding 
became a cormitment In February. I977 when Commissioner Schuler and Paul 
Relstrup executed a Letter of Intent for Empire Service improvements 
Including the replacement of conventional equipment by Amtrak on the 
"Adirondack" and the "Niagara Rainbow" with new Amfleel equipment no 
later than Fall. 1977.  It Is now a certainty that "technical problems" 
will preclude Amtrak from honoring their cofrnltment this Fall. 

Unlike conventional equipment which has steam heat and axle-driven 
generators on each car to power lights, air conditioning and other 
"hotel" services, Amfleet cars require electric power from a generator 
located outside the cars and generally in the locomotive (known as head 
end power) to operate lights, .heating and air conditioning.  Amtrak 
has purchased two types of diesel-electric locomotives for use with 
Amfleet - the SDPlfOF (speeds with this locor.otive are  currently restricted 
as a result of the locomotive's susceptibility to derailments) and the 
F'*OPH.- These locomotives cannot be operated Into Grand Central Station 
SI.f£o   Overhead clearances in the tunnitl are not sufficient to 
accommodate either locomotive and the weight of the SDP'tOF may be too 
great for the Park Avenue Viaduct.  Therefore, In order to move Amfleet 
equipment Into and out of Grand Central the diesel-efectric locomotive 
must be left at Croton-Harmon and an electric locomotive (currently FL-9) 
used between Croton-Harmon and Grand Central.  Since the FL'-9 docs not 
have a head end power generator, a generator car must be fabricated 
for use with Amfleet south of Croton-Harnon.  Design details of the 
SDP^OF and F'tOPH are depicted in Diagram I and Diagram 2 respectively. 

AMTRAK's POSITION 

Amtrak claims that they are currently working on a power car and are 
making arrangements with the MTA to conduct tests In electrified territory 
south of Croton-Harmon, hopefully this Fall.  Successful completion of 
these tests may enable the Initiation of Amfleet Service next Spring. 

NYSDOT's POSITION 

It is the Department's position that Amfleet equipment must be pressed 
Into service as soon as possible for the following reasons: 

' replacement of worn out conventional equipment on the "Niagara 
^ Rainbow" will eliminate a significant number of delays related to 

equIpiTient failures. Improve on-linic performance and enhance 
passenger acceptance of the service. 

' assignment of Amfleet to the "Adirondack" is necessary to acconnodate 
peak passenger demands which cannot be handled by the inflexible 
Turboliner consist without adding nn  additional train.  In nddltlon, 

Amfleeting both the "Niagara Rainbow" and the "Adirondack" will 
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allow the more desirable early morning "Adirondack" departure 
from Grand Central Terminal. 

The Department must continue to exert pressure on Amtrak to implement 
Aoifleet Service at the earliest possible date. 

CHRONOLOGY OF RELATED EVENTS 

Event 

Relstrup to Schuler tetter announcing post- 
ponement of Amflcet service planned for 
Fall of 197/. 

Hay 18, 1977 Schuter to Reistrup letter i -ging a 
quick roluliod to Amflccl head end power problem, 

June lU, 1977 NYSDOT/Afiiirak meeting in Albany to discuss 
general r.^^il passenger service issues, 
A/ntrak cxplaln<jd tccimicat problem:, associated 
with Anifleet operation in electrified territory 
and Department en.phasi/cd ne^J for a quick 
solut ion. 

June 28, 1977 Cartin to Grahom follow-up letter lo June \k, 
1977 meeting urging sol-iiOn ic Amflect 

, problem by Fall 1977 stficdule change. 

August 2, 1977 Henncssy lo Rtsitrup letter regarding t;aitoria1 
on poor c;uTliiy of A:itr,-^k sorvif.e - notes that 
Amtrak will proh.TS'y not be rl-iu   to live 
up to Kail. 1977 cor.^ni tmcnt for Anitlecl. 

August 3. 1977 Cart in/lt-nbardi rr.*;eting In V^-^hinglon- 
Amtrak ng.iin rresscd for tlr.^ly resolution 
of Anflcct he-id end power probUm, 

August 25, 1977 NYSDOT/Conrai l/Amtrak riKjcling in Mew York 
City - Antirak .•innounccs thjt arranrcTicnts 
are being iriode with MTA to test pcwcr car. 

24-414 o • 78 - a 
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DIAGRAM 1 

MODEL SDP40F - 3000 HP PASSENGER LOCOMOTIVE 
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New ALBANr Oft SYRACUSE TO BUFFALO TRAIN 

In the  February^ )977 Schuler - Relstrup tetter of Intent, Amtrak agreed to 
extend additional service from Albany or Syracuse to Buffalo at the Spring, 
1977 schedule change.  Due to budgetary restraints stenaning from the severe 
winter of 1976-1977, Amtrak postponed the Spring inauguration of the additional 
service and provided assurance that every effort would be exerted to 
Institute the new train as soon as possible, hopefully no later than the 
Fall, 1977 schedule change. Since that time, Amtrak has taken the position 
that their tight financial condition dictates termination and curtailment 
of certain Empire Service trains in order to offset additional train miles 
associated with the new Albany - Buffalo train.  In short, Amtrak is 
talking about a mere rearrangement of Empire Service Instead of additional 
service. The following Is a summary of service patterns proposed by Antrak 
and the Department in connection with the new Albany - Buffalo train: 

EMPIRE SERVICE SCHEDULE PROPOSALS 
ASSOCIATED WITH ADDITIONAL ALBANY OR SYRACUSE TO BUFFALO TRAIN 

DATE OF 
PROPOSAL AUTHOR ELEMENTS OF PROPOSAL 

INCREASE IN WEEKLY 
TRAIN MILES 

February, 1977 NYSDOT/Amtrak Additional Albany-Buffalo train '•,158 (daily service) 
(Schuler-                   or. 2,970 (M-F service) 
Relstrup Letter Additional Syracuse-Buffalo train 2,030 (daily service) 
of Intent) 1 ,'i50 (M-F service) 

August 3, 1977  Amtrak 

August 8, 1977 NYSDOT 

August 2k,  1977 Amtrak 

Sept. 2, 1977  NYSDOT 

*add M-F Albany-Buffalo train 
•terminate Albany-Syracuse segment 

of ttbl/Hfii 
•terminate #77, if78 9M 

•add H-F Albany-Buffalo train 
•terminate #71, #76 1,560 

•add H-F Albany-Buffalo train - 
•terminate one round trip on Albany- 

Syracuse segment of #62/^5 
•terminate #71, #76, C77, »7» 
'terminate #75 one day per week      UZk 
•increase frequency of #70 from 

5 to 6 days per week 

• add M-F Albany-Buffalo train 
•terminate #71, #76, #77. #78 
•Increase frequency of #70 from 

S to 7 days per week 996 
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AWTRAK's POSITION 

Affltrak will not accept the Dcpartnent's September 2, 1977 schedule proposal 
on the basis that it is inconsistent with their Current policy to conserve 
train mites in New York State.  Amtrak has even suggested that in view 
of Che proposed ^2^ additional train miles, the Department should consider 
Itself a "preferred customer" since service curtailn^nis are  being placed 
Into effect across  the nation.  Moreover, Amtrak has indicated t^^t there 
is no longer time for further negotiation and their August 2^, 1977 proposal 
will beconte effective this October. 

HYSDOT'S POSITION 

It has been the Department's position that Amtrak should comply with the 
Letter of Intent and add a new Albany-Buffalo train to Empire Service 
without an  attendant reduction in existing service.  NYSDOT should be a 
"preferred customer" in view of the many benefits flowing to Amtrak 
as a result of the State's progressive rail passenger service program. 
When it became apparent that Amtrak could not be persuaded to add the 
new train without significant service curtailments elsewhere in the 
Corridor, the Department adopted the position that the status quo should 
preva i I. 

CHRONOLOGY OF RELATED EVENTS 

Event 

Schuler-Reistrup Letter of Intent- 
Anttrak agrees to provide additional train. 

Jure U. 1977 NYSDOT/Amtrak n.eeting in Albany to discuss 
general rail passenger service issues - 
Amtrak suggests that their forthcoming 
proposal fur the new train may not include 
additional train miles. 

June 28,   1977 Carlin to Graham follup-up letter  to June  \k, 
1977 meeting -  confirms Amtrak's  cot.Tni tment 
to submit  a  proposal   for  the new  train  by 
mid-July,   1977. 

August 2, 1977 Hennessy to Reistrup letter regarding editorial 
on poor quality of Amtrak Service - expresses 
fear that Amtrak may not implement new train as 
planned. 

August 3» 1977 Cart in/Lop:bardi meeting in Washington - 
Amtrak proposes new Albany-Buffalo train and 
reduction of other Empire Service trains for  / 
net increase in weekly train miles of 9^0. 

August 8. 1977 Cartin/Lombardi phone conversation - Amtrak 
Is advised that August 3* 1977 proposal is 
unworkable with equipx.cnt currently assigned 
to Empire Service.  Departir.ent proposes 

schedule pattern with I,^60 additional train mile 
per week. 
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Date 

August 2^. 1977 

September 2, 1977 

September 7» 1977 

Event 

Lombardl/Cartin  phone conversation  - Amtrak 
rejects  NYSDOT's August 8,   1977 proposal  and 
presents a  revised pr9posal   for  the new train 
which   Includes only ^2^4 additional   train 
mlles  per week. 

Cartln  to Lot^bardt   letter  rejecting    Amtrak's 
August  2k,   1977 proposal  and  proposing a 
schedule pattern  for 996 additional   train 
miles  per week. 

Lombard!/Cartin phone conversation  - Affltrak 
rejects NYSDOT's Septetrber 2,   1977 proposal. 
Department   suggests   that  status  quo may now 
be best  a Iternat ive;  Amtrak   indicates   that 
negotiating   time has   run out  end   their 
August 2^,   1977 proposal will   prevail. 
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Mr. RfK)NKY. Thank you very much, Comniissioner. The questions 
I would ask you, I will ask our star witneas, who happens to be here 
today. Mr. Paul Reistrup. You aix> not (]uite satisfied with Amtrak; 
you are totally dissatisfied, by hearing); your coiiunents today, but you 
have no alternative to suggest M'hat Amtrak should do? 

Mr. HENNESSY. NO, Mr. Chairman. I do not, at this time. 
Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Florio ? 
Mr. FiyORio. One or two questions. Is the piocedure in the 4R Act 

for the Operations Review Panel to mediate disputes between Amtrak 
and State or local governments? Have you had occasion to call into 
play this provision in any of the difficulties you have outlined today ? 

Mr. HENNESSY. The Panel is for the Northeast corridor, and I don't 
think we have ever used that; have we, Mr. Rossi? 

Mr. Rossi. That is limited to the Northeast corridor. I would en- 
vision that we will be using it as Amtrak's progi-am moves ahead in 
the Northeast corridor, but there is not a similar provision for other 
services. 

Mr. FLORTO. The trains that you are running, how have they been 
impacted upon by the proposed cutbacks, or how will they be im- 
pacted upon, in terms of scheduling? Was there a thought to schedul- 
mg trains you operate in accordance with the Amtrak scheduling so 
as to be able to make connections? 

Mr. HENNESSY. The scheduled cutback right now is in the North- 
east corridor, through New York City only, Mr. Florio. 

Mr. Fix)Rio. So, in fact, there is no impact on other train connection 
schedules ? 

Mr. HENNESSY. We have not estinuited what impact that will be 
yet. I am not sure there will be any impact from the initial cutback 
at this time. It is in the New York City area only, and it is a pass- 
through impact. 

Mr. Rossr. We have learned, from the Buffalo newspapers, that, if 
an additional train is added in upstate New York, several other trains 
between New York City and Albany will be eliminated entirely. 

Trains from New York to Syracuse would be cut back in part. The 
•service to Montreal will lose its first-class services. We are not exactly 
sure what cutbacks will occui'. Schedules are being printed, we under- 
stand. We only have some staff information, wliat we can find out 
on our own. We do not know what they propose, and they should, 
at this point, avoid making any cutbacks while a track investment, 
State-financed, is imderway. It will harm the traffic growth we are 
trying to have occur. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 
Mr. FLORIO. [Nodding affirmatively.] 
Mr. MTOPHY. Are you familiar with a joint letter of intent signed 

in early February 1977 by your predecessor, Ray Schuler, then 
New York State Commissioner of Transportation, and Mr. Reistrup, 
as president of the National Railroad Passenger Corixjration? 

Mr. HENNESSY. Yes, I am. 
Mr. MURPHY. As I read that document, it as.serts that New York 

State would, in reliance of Amtrak's pledge of increased and im- 
proved service in the Empire corridor, undertake to spend in excess 
of $30 million in New York State funds for track and signal im- 
provements to the area. 
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New York has, in fact, committed these valuable resources to the 
task of upgrading these facilities. 

Mr. HENNESSY. That is correct. 
Mr. MURPHY. Was that the actual statement of fact at that time? 
Mr. HENNESSY. Yes. 
Mr. MURPHY. HOW do you reconcile Amtrak's pledge in the joint 

letter of intent with recent reports we have on cutbacks and service 
reductions and the failure of you to get the cooperation or even a 
meeting with Amtrak ? 

Mr. HENNESSY. I cannot reconcile that, Mr. Congressman. We have 
received correspondence from Amtrak saying that budgetary re- 
straints, the bad winter—are reasons they have given for not provid- 
ing the sen-ice. 

I acknowledged those reasons. They are there but the fact is that 
we have not received the services that we have been promised. 

Mr. ROONEY. I think we will make those letters a part of the rec- 
ord at this point. 

Mr. MURPHY. I have a few more documents for the record, too. 
Mr. ROONEY. Without objection. 
[The following material was received for the record:] 

NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORP., 
Washington, B.C., April 18, 1977. 

Hon. RAYMOND T.  SCHULER, 
Commissioner, Xew York State Department of Transportation, Albany, N.Y. 

DEAR RAY : The Letter of Intent which you and I signed in early February was 
executed without envisioning two very significant problems. The availability of 
equipment for Empire Service has been hampered by the lack of third rail 
powere<l locomotives which are comi)atible with Amfleet. Our Operations Sup- 
IX)rt Department is working to overcome the engineering and procurement dif- 
ficulties which are slowing the development of converted head-end power. 

Amtrak's budgetary restraints have become much more severe during the last 
few weeks. This winter's extreme weather has cost us over $14 million in main- 
tenance, repairs and lost revenues. Couple<l with the continuing inflationary 
l>ressure, onr available funds for service improvements are very limited. 

These situations have forced us to temporarily defer the type of expansion 
both Amtrak and the State of New York would like to see in the Empire Serv- 
ice. Amtrak is simply unable, at this time, to .start the additional round trip 
l)etween Syracuse or Albany and Buffalo we had planned for this Spring. I give 
you my personal assurance that Amtrak will make every effort our resources will 
allow to institute the new train as soon as iwsslble, hoi)efully no later than the 
fall schedule change. 

The progressive passenger rail program the New York Department of Trans- 
portation has embarked on is a national model. The continued coojieration be- 
tween our two agencies will guarantee the citizens of Xew York 21st-century 
style rail transjiortation before the end of the decade. I appreciate your under- 
standing of Amtrak's present situation which forces us to delay the new service 
to Buffalo. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL REISTRUP, 

President. 

MAY 18,  1977. 
Mr. PAUL REISTRUP, 
President, National Railroad Passenger Corp., Washington, B.C. 

DEAR MR. REISTRUP: This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of April 18, 
1977 In which you i)resent the problems that are now precluding Amtrak from 
initiating the exp.<»nsion of New York State's Empire Service as set forth in the 
Letter of Intent which you and I executed in February. At that time I did not 
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envision that budgetary restraints or tlie unavailability of locomotives witli 
head-end power and third rail capal)ility would delay these vital service im- 
provements. 

I am concenied over the temporary postiwnement of the additional round trip 
between Albany or Syracuse and Buffalo which Amtrali had agreed to initiate 
with Amfleet equipment at last month's Spring schetlule change. Since the train 
will not l)e oi>erated in tliird rail territory, tlie current laclt of third rail-nowered 
locomotives comimtible with Amfleet equipment should not be a problem. I hope 
that this service, wliich is a signiflcaut factor in providing visibility to our rail 
program, will lie instituted as .soon as possH)le. 

The head-end power prol)lem must be solved as quifkly as possil)le if the re- 
maining conventional trains are to lie replaced with Amfleet this Fall. If the 
necessary third rail power conversions cannot lie accomplislied in time for the 
Fall schedule change, Amfleet equipment can still be assigned to the Empire 
Corridor and the "Adirondack" if FL 9 locomotives and baggage cars, converted 
to provide head-end power, are used in third rail territory south of Croton- 
Harmon. 

The Fall target date for the initiation of Amfleet service on the "Adirondack" 
mu.st be met without exception. Ridership increases on this train since the com- 
mencement of Turboliner service in March are very encouraging. Unfortunately, 
the inflexiliility of the Turboliner con.sist has resulted in critical standee prol)- 
lems and the need to run double sections on occasion. Amfleet equipment must 
be assigned to tlie "Adirondack" without delay to enable efficient accommoda- 
tion of the large fluctuations in daily ridership. 

I will soon forward you a copy of our agreement witli Conrail for the $34 Mil- 
lion High Speed Rail Track and Signal Improvement Program lietween Pough- 
keepsie and Schenectady. This Program represents a signiticant step toward the 
achievement of first rate high speed rail passenger service in New York State. 
Preservation of the momentum which our rail program has acliieve<l is dependent 
upon Amtrak's timely initiation of the service improvements envisioned in the 
Letter of Intent. 

Sincerely, 
RAYMOND T. SCHULER, 

Commissioner. 

LETTEB OF INTENT BETWEEN DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF NEW 
ToEK, AND THE NATIONAL RAILROAD PASBENOEB CORPORATION (A.MTRAK) 

This I^etter of Intent between the Department of Transportation of the State 
of New York (New York DOT) and the National Railroad Passenger Corpora- 
tion (Amtrak) describes the sutistance and principles under whicli rail im.s.senger 
service, named "The Adirondack", will be continued between New York, New 
York and Montreal, Quel>ec, by the National Railroad Pas.senger Corjwration. 

New York agrees to the use of Turlwliners on the "Adirondack" with departure 
from New York City not later than 10:30 a.m. as an interim arrangement until 
appropriate Amfleet equipment is available and is scheduled into use on this 
route. 

Amtrak agrees to schedule the departure of the "Adirondack" from New York 
City, no later than 9:30 a.m., commencing not later than the October 1977 sched- 
ule change when Amfleet equipment is available. If Amfleet equipment becomes 
available l)efore the October 1977 schedule change, it will be substituted for the 
conventional equipment on tlie "Niagara Rainbow". 

Amtrak agrees to offer employment to all Delaware & Hudson food service and 
passenger train maintenance equipment personnel who may be affected by the 
change in ojieration and/or equipment of the "Adirondack" between New York 
and Montreal including those Delaware & Hudson employees affected thereby 
who cannot be transferred liy Delaware & Hudson without affecting other Dela- 
ware & Hudson employees, unless such employees clioose otherwise l)y exercising 
their rights under present labor agreements. 

Amtrak agrees to inspect the fleet of lightweight cars now in use on the "Adi- 
rondack" wliich are owned l)y the Delaware & Hudson Railway Company. Amtrak 
will purcha.se or lease, at its option, those lightweight cars which are suitable, 
in its judgment, for its use. Prior to this Jn8i>ection, Amtrak will be provided the 
specifications on these lightweight cars and the depreciated value of each car. 
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Including improvements, whicli value will be the basis for negotiation of a pur- 
chase or lease. Amtrak will nialce its best effort to assist in the sale of such 
equipment that Amtrak Aoes not purchase or lease. 

An Amdinette will be provided on this run when Amfleet e<iulpment is 
introduced. 

Amtrak agrees to conduct a survy of Colonie Station to determine its usage 
pattern and characteristics of users prior to completion of the new Schenectady 
Station. The survey is to be used to determine whether this is a duplication of 
users between the two stations as a basis for a decision on continued use of tlie 
Colonie Station. 

New York State agrees to the provision of premium fare service on the "Adi- 
rondack"' and other 403(1)) services. It is understood that New York State will 
not be charged with any incremental cost associated with providing a premium 
fare service nor will New York State receive any credit for the incremental 
service which is over and above the regular fare receivetl. 

On .scheduled trains in excess of 300 miles, Amtrak agrees to make provision 
for enroute light clean-up and removal of trash. It is understood that this will not 
increase on-board .service crews. 

Amtrak agrees to provide space for the accommodation of bulky personal items, 
such as skis, golf bags, back packs and other similar items at no expense to rail 
patrons. 

Amtrak agrees to study, and if economically feasible, to implement equipment 
modification that will retluce fuel consumption of the Turboliners. 

Amtrak agrees to join New York State immediately in a direct approach to tlie 
U.S. Customs Service, Department of the Treasury, and the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, U.S. Department of Justice to obtain on-board customs 
and immigration inspections. 

Amtrak agrees to provide promotion and advertisement for said service at least 
equal to that provided for any other Amtrak routes. 

Amtrak agrees to extend additional service from Syracuse to Buffalo and/or 
Albany to Buffalo at the Spring 1!)77 .schedule change. It is under.stood that this 
service may have to be provided with conventional equipment until Amfleet or 
Turboliners are available for this senice extension. 

RAYMOND T. SCHULER, 
Commissimtcr, New York State 

Department of Transportation. 
PAUL H. REISTRUP, 

PreHdent. National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation. 

Dated: February 4,1977. 

Mr. MURPHY. Whj' the reluctance on the part of Amtrak to meet 
with the Commission of the State of New York? 

Mr. HENNESSV. Ask Mr. Keistrup that. I think he would be de- 
lighted to meet with me if we botli got together on our scliedules. I am 
a new Commissioner; I have only been there since June. Perhaps, he 
has not had time to see me or I haven't gotten together with him on a 
decent schedule with which we can deal. I will honor him with the 
privilege of answering the question. 

Perhaps I have not done all I should have done in getting together. 
Mr. MunpHV. I thank my college for yielding. 
Mr. FLORIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Madigan? 
Mr. MADIGAX. Mr. Chainnan. I have no questions of this witness. 

I do have the responsibility now to be in another subcommittee where 
I have to offer an amendment. I will inunediately come back. If I am 
not back in time, I did have some questions for Mr. Reistrup, wliich I 
woidd like to make a part of the record. 

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you. One further observation, Mr. Hennessv. 
You say you are .satisfied with the service you have been receiving m 
New York State from ConRail; is that correct ? 
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Mr. HENNESSY. Generally speaking, yes. 
Mr. RooNEY. I was delighted to Team that. Your predecessor was 

dissatisfied. 
Mr. HEXNESSY. We have come a long way with ConRail. I tliink one 

of the reasons for it is we deal with C'onRail on a day-to-day basis. We 
work right together with them on capital projects and improvements. 
It is such a horrendous task tiiat they have and we have: together we 
can pull these things off and I think that is where we are failing with 
Amtiak more than any othei"—there just does not seem to be any rela- 
tionship between Amtrak and the States. 

Mr. ROONEY. Thank you very much. I am vevy pleased to hear that 
about ConRail. Thank you for your testimony, Mr. Hennessy. 

Our next witness will be one of our distinguished colleagues, Mr. 
Gleim M. Andei-son. 

STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. ANDERSOX. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I thank 
you for allowing me the opportunity to address your committee 
today on a subject of great personal interest. 

As you know. I am deeply committed to improving transporta- 
tion and as the ranking member of our Surface Transportation Com- 
mittee and chairman of our Aviatioji Committee, I find myself able 
to take an active part in formulating our future transportation policy. 

I am also privileged to serve on tho National Transportation Policy 
Study Commission, which as you know, is a group of Representatives, 
Senators, and Presidential appointees whose task it is to develop a 
comprehensive policy that this Nation may choose to follow that will 
improve all modes of transportation in this country. 

It is one of these modes that is the subject and reason for my appear- 
ing before you today. I'm r^uite pleased that I am able to present 
my views prior to your receiving the testimony of the president of 
Amtnik, Mr. Reistrup. 

I finnly believe that there is a growing need for alternative trans- 
portation systems, particularly service which will aid and assist the 
peak travel hour commuter. 

I believe that institutional commuter rail service between Los An- 
geles, Orange, and San Diego Counties during the rush hours will 
be of tremendous benefit to the citizens of southern California. 

I am equally sure that my constituents will use this service for 
trips to and from their places of employment. This commuter service 
would assist us in conserving energy, reducing congestion on our 
freeways, reducing smog, and aiding us in planning for future trans- 
portation systems in southern California. 

We are fortunate to have with us today a gentleman, to nn' left, 
who more than anybody else in Ix)s Angeles County, is aware of a 
most unfortunate situation that involves Amtrak. It seems that more 
and more often we Memlwrs of this Congress are using the word 
"unfortunate" when referring to service provided by Amtrak. 

Gentlemen of the committee, may I introduce Doug Ring. Doug is 
deputy to Ix)s Angeles County Supervisor Baxter Ward. As you may 
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know, Los Angeles County has five supervisors and each represent 
about four times as many people as we Congressmen serve. 

Doug will now relate to you in detail the problem that confronts 
the county of Los Angeles. I would hope that you will see fit to ask 
President Reistrup why he lias taken such a "hard line" refusal to 
assist the county. 

I undei-stand that Mr. Reistrup is going to relate to the members 
his success story that will place my area of southern California as 
a model and justification for his request for additional funds. I would 
urge my colleagues on this committee to fii*st get satisfactory answers 
for his refusal to institute service when the country has already laid 
out over $2 million to purchase the rail cars necessary for such service. 

I regret that I camiot stay to hear Mr. Reistrup's comments, but I 
have been chairing my own hearings on my airline deregulation bill, 
and I must ask the committee's permission to return to this matter 
as soon as possible. 

I wotild first like to introduce Doug Ring, from Los Angeles County 
Supervisor Baxter Ward's staff. Doug, will you take over from here? 

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman for your fine 
statement. I am aware of your contribution to'solving the transporta- 
tion problems of this coimtry in your position as chairman of the 
Aviation Subconunittee and ranking member on Surface Transpor- 
tation of Public Works. 

I often think that you, serving as chairman of this committee, 
and myself as chairman of the bankrupt railroads Transportation 
and Commerce—why we cannot get together—when we reorganized 
Congress in 1974, I got solid waste and bankrupt railroads. I feel as 
though I'm Johnny on the spot. 

But I do think that we ought to have a Transportation Committee, 
whether you be chairman or I. I do think that you and myself, and 
some of the other fragmented committees that have other modes of 
transportation, should sit down sometime and make this proposal, 
perhaps in the 96th Congress, if we are both here. 

Mr. AxDERSOx. T suppose that is why they appointed both of us 
to the National Transportation Policy Study Commission, knowing 
that you come from one area and I another. On transportation, of 
course, we do work very closely on the Commission together. As a 
matter of fact, we have a full day meeting tomorrow. 

Mr. RooNEY. I do appreciate your very fine contribution. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Take good care of Doug here. 
Mr. RooNEY. I shall. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Thank you very much. 
Mr. RooNEY. Don't deregulate too much this afternoon. 
You may proceed. Mr. Ring. 

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS RING, DEPUTY SUPERVISOR, BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

Mr. RING. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of Los 
Angeles County, Supervisor Baxter Ward, and of coui-se myself, I 
would like to thank the members of this committee for giving me 
this opportunity to share with you our experience with Amtrak. I 
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believe we hold the honor of having purchased the most expensive, 
unused train ride in the history of Amtrak. 

The southern California area has a greater dependence on the 
automobile than any other section of the United States. The Los 
Angeles to San Diego corridor represents 50 million interregional 
trips annually. That area, Los Angeles to San Diego, in fact, is the 
second most heavily used corridor in the Nation. Second only to the 
Boston/New York/Washington zone. 

Despite numerous efforts to develop rapid transit facilities to date, 
we remain tied to our freeways and our cars. Against this backdrop, 
prompted by the 1974 oil embargo, the county of Los Angeles decided 
that it was time to experiment with rail transportation. A decision 
was made to seek peak hour Amtrak service from. San Bernardino, 
Santa Barbara, and Santa Ana into downtown Los Angeles. 

At the outset, Amtrak advised us that we should arrange for our 
financing first and then consult with Washington about scheduling 
the trains with wliatever money we could provide. Money was budg- 
eted in June 1974, and Supervisor Baxter Ward arranged a meeting 
with then Amtrak Pre.sident Roger Lewis for August 14, 1974. 

Mr. Lewis advised, at that meeting, that because of legal restric- 
tions, Amtrak could only operate between terminal cities. He implied 
that service from San Bernardino, for example, would have to origi- 
nate in Chicago, almost 2 days earlier. Service for Santa Barbara 
and our San Fernando Valley would have to start in either Seattle 
or San Francisco. However, Amtrak President Rogert Lewis chose 
one service as ideal for a Los Angeles starter line—Los Angeles to 
San Diego. 

Mr. Lewis told Mr. Ward that Amtrak would schedule for Los 
Angeles County as many round-trips daily as Los Angeles County 
could finance, provided that Los Angeles would buy the equipment 
for each individual train. He also stated that this service could oper- 
ate only if Los Angeles were prepared to spend the necessary money 
to haul the trains 70 miles beyond our chosen terminal point, beyond 
Santa Ana—all the way to San Diego. 

Supervisor Ward questioned Mr. Lewis closely as to Amtrak's 
legal authority to order the service through the Santa Fe Railroad. 
Mr. Lewis stressed in his reply that Amtrak's authority to order 
service between Los Angeles and San Diego was without question. 

Present at that August meeting was David Watts, an assistant to 
Mr. Lewis, who was directed to assume the role of liaison between 
Amtrak and Los Angeles County—to help develop schedules, to assist 
in locating cars for i-efurbishing, and to assist in the refurbishing 
efforts. President Lewis warned Mr. Ward that the delivery of new 
Amtrak passenger cars would not be possible in the foreseeable future 
and that, in fact, Amtrak and the county would become almost com- 
petitors in seeking used equipment ifor restoration to Amtrak 
standards. 

Eight rail cars were, located and purchased. It was under Amtrak's 
guidance that a consultant was hired. Tt was under Amtrak's guidance 
that specifications for the refurbishment were developed. It was under 
Amtrak's inspection and monitoring that the refurbishing took place. 
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The coimtT also detennnied that the trains be not merelv mechani- 
cally acceptable but that they be refurbished to a standard of excel- 
lence which would lure Califomians from their cars to the trains. 
We were insistent that the refurbished cars be superior to Amtrak's 
finest equipment. The cost of that purchase and refurbishin? was 
S.l  million. 

Throughout the course of the reconstruction, the county main- 
tained ctmtinuing contact with Amtrak to guarantee that when the 
trains were ready schedules could be printer! and the service begrau 

After considerable delay, the first cars were delivered in early 
1976. Amtrak had requested 6 weeks notice to permit internal adjust- 
ments and a reprinting of schedules. The county notified Amtrak of 
our readinesvS and a target date of April 28 was set. 

We later discovered that schedules were never printed—Santa Fe 
had unofficially met with Amtrak and advised them that they wooW 
not run the trains. 

Our dispute was submitted to arbitration in Jime 1976. and fol- 
lowing further delays the arbitration panel met in December of 
1976. I personally attended the se-ssion and was shocked to leam 
that on the very eve of the arbitration, the new Amtrak President 
Paul Reistnip had actively considered abandoning both the county 
train and the arbitration all in order to avoid any conflict with Santa 
Fe^ This Amtrak vacillation had been communicated directly to mem- 
bers of the arbitration panel and was duly noted by them during 
this proceeding. 

Amtrak lost the arbitration. 
Since the arbitration, the county of Los Angeles, together with 

Orange and San Diego Counties, filed suit before the California Pub- 
lic I'tilities Commission, seeking this ser\ice. Positions of endorse- 
ment and support of our efforts have been received and filed with 
the commission from almost everv city along the line as well as 
nimierous State legislators and Members of Congress, 

During the arbitration proceeding. Santa Fe"s attorney attempted to 
convince the Panel that arbitration was not necessary because the 
California Public I'tilities Commission could order the service. Now 
that we areljefore the Public Utilities Commission. Santa Fe is ai^n- 
ing that Amtrak. alone, has the authority to nm the senice. 

Santa Fe has repeatedly stated that, if ordered to run the train by 
the California Public Utilities Commission, Santa Fe will litigate 
that order in every available court in the land. Santa Fe is fullv pre- 
pared to wind up back here in Washington before the U.S. Supreme 
Court. 

We feel that the public in southern California desei^es better than 
what may ultiniatelv be In years of litigation. 

It was with the hopes of shortcutting lengthy litigation that our 
attorneys, the attorneys for the California Department of Trans- 
portation, and Amtrak"s attorneys once again liegan to discuss the 
legalities. We all became con\-inced that some minor mollifications to 
the original proposal would make the service legally jwssihle and per- 
mit immediate institutionof the train. 

In August of this year. California's senior U.S. Senator, Alan 
Cranston, arranged for a meeting among Amtrak's President, Mr. 
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Reistrup, the deputy director of the California Department of 
Transportation, Larry Doms. and myself in Wasliin<rton. 

Supervisor Ward advised me that the county would not pay for the 
trip unless Mr. Reistrup would be present. He was particidarly in- 
sistent because Mr. Reistrup iiad committed himself to a meeting to- 
gether with Supervisor Ward in 1975. At that time, when Mr. Ward 
arrived in Washington for the meeting, Mr. Reistrup refused to ap- 
pear. Mr. Ward was only permitted to speak with other officials at the 
agency. 

I, of course, was able to assure the supervisor that the meeting had 
been arranged. 

When I arrived at Amtrak for the meeting, Mr. Reistrup's partici- 
pation had been canceled. During that meeting, after it had been 
determined that yes, the train could be legally operated. I then asked 
Amtrak representatives if they could consider moving forward. The 
Amtrak officials stated that they were unwilling to operate tlie county 
train, be it legally permissible or not. I asked them if. hypotiietically, 
Los Angeles or the State was Avilling to pay 100 percent of the costs 
if, then, Amtrak would consider operation—presumptively at a profit. 
The answer was no. Not even at a profit would Amtrak operate the 
service. 

Frankly, the county is at a loss to explain Amtrak's behavior in 
this entire series of events. I do realize that many times when local 
fovernments appear here in Washington, it is with hat in hand in 

opes of getting additional Federal dollars. This is not the case today. 
When we fii-st began, tlie funding formula was two-thirds local 

money and one-tiiirtl Amtrak money. We were prepared to assume 
that burden. 

When we first began, Amtrak claimed to have insufficient cars and 
we were both prepared to spend and did spend $2.1 million on pur- 
chasing and refurbishing those cars. 

We received calls, letters, and commitments from cities along the 
entire run promising both help with operating schedules as well as 
firm conmiitments for major station renovation—all out of their own 
local budgets. The city of Anaheim was prepared to build a multi- 
million dollar rail facility. 

The bus companies in each of the counties not only reserved money 
but made plans to restructure their schedules and their routes to 
insure that arriving passengers would have the necessary connecting 
transportation. 

The California State Legislature passed several special pieces of 
legislation inchuling a $-2,0(K),(KM) track improvement bill out of Cali- 
fornia funds for the Los Angeles/San Diego Corridor. The local and 
State casii commitments came to almost $10,0(K),0()0. Amtrak knew 
of each of these commitments and the excitement and enthusiasm of 
(!"alifornia officials. 

I am not here today, Mr. Chairman, seeking the great fleets of 
trains which operate in the Mid-West or in the Boston to Washington 
corridor or in the South. I only hope that Congress can achieve what 
we have failed to achieve. 
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To give to southern California the same measure of cooperation as 
should be reasonably expected from any other Federal agency which 
our tax dollars help support. 

Los Angeles believes that when we, or any other local govermnent, 
come to Washington, we are entitled to be dealt with with honesty, 
with candor, and with integrity, elements that have been woefully 
absent in this instance. We believed a promise from Amtrak's presi- 
dent should be binding on Amtrak, even when the person holding that 
office changes. 

We ask little more than that Amtrak be required to honor its com- 
mitment of August 14, laTi—that is, to operate a train bought and 
paid for by the County of Los Angeles, at their behest and with Am- 
trak's encouragement and support. Thank you. 

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you, Mr. Ring. The bell have rung and there 
is a vote, so we will take a 10-minute intermission. 

[Brief recess.] 
Mr. RooNEY. One of our colleagues has just arrived. He was detained 

downtown at an agriculture meeting. I will ask Congressman Jenrette 
to proceed with his statement. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. JENEETTE, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

Mr. JENRETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize to Mr. Ring 
and the committee for not being here earlier. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity, Mr. Chairman, to come today to express my concern about 
several facets of Amtrak's operation. 

As I stated in my yet unanswered letter of September 7, 1977, to 
Amtrak president, Paul Reistrup, it appears to me that a reduc- 
tion of service from daily to quad-weekly on trains 89 and 90, The 
Palmetto, running through South Carolina, can only damage the 
economics of this route. 

The criteria used for evaluating which lines were to receive a reduc- 
tion in service are of great interest to me. Riderehip figures for the 
first year of operation for The Palmetto show a 23-percent increase 
comparing the June 1977 figures with those of the period 1 year earlier. 
If daily service had been maintained, a 23-percent improvement over 
that earlier may have been reasonable to expect. However, we all realize 
that nondaily service suffers a disproportionate decrease in riderehip 
due to the service being perceived by the public as not dependable. 
Reductions of such service such as for The Palmetto have the ironic 
effect of increasing Amti-ak's deficit per passenger mile. The presi- 
dent of Amtrak has stated this as a fact. 

In addition, many stations have found their rail service severely 
limited by this form of discontinuance. Florence, Dillon, and Kin<^- 
tree, S.C, of the district I represent, are three of these stations. Daily 
service provides a viable and increasingly patronized transportation 
service to these communities in a way that anything less cannot. This 
fact will again take its toll on Amtrak's efforts to develop a daylight 
coach market in this region. 
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It is my belief that Amtrak has confused their priorities regarding 
service reductions and the use of postal contracts to bring additional 
revenues to routes operating at a loss. 

In the case of The Palmetto, due to nondaily service, Amtrak has 
had to forfeit a $17,000 per annum mail contract. However, it is my 
understanding that this particular train could realize as much as $100,- 
000 per annum in potential postal revenue. It appears to me that Am- 
trak should place very high priority on increasing mail contracts to 
achieve this potential "before considering any reduction in servnce. 

Amtrak is today asking Congress for a supplemental appropriation 
in excess of $50 million. I have a projection made by Amtrak on 
March 1, 1976, stating "Existing resources have a potential of $13 
million. The basic Amtrak system would realize $24 million, but would 
exceed consist limits of certaiii trains. Second sections would be re- 
quired. Additional cars would be needed, 120 cars at $90,000 each, to- 
day's experience." Therefore, it appears with a one-time equipment 
purchase, Amtrak could sizably increase its revenue in this area. 

I have suggested a studv by Seaboard Coastline Railroad to give 
mail revenue figures for the train. The Everglades, which followed 
a schedule similar to The Palmetto and the Chessie System which is 
providing postal figures for B. & O.'s Metropolitan which followed 
the schedule of the present Shenandoah. Both studies are for com- 
parative purposes and will be made available to this subcommittee. 

In conclusion, I would be greatly interested in knowing the criteria 
used in determining the reduction of service on The Palmetto, a train 
which appeared to be very successful with increasing the patronage. 

Mr. Chairman, we, in the Congress, subsidize Amtrak; we subsidize 
the Postal Service. Now, through their independent position, it ap- 
pears like the song that says Do It My Way, but in this instance, doing 
it my way is a double cost to the American taxpayer. To cut out a 
daily train, thus losing a mail contract, makes no sense to me when it 
means that we, in the Congress, and the American taxpayers, have 
to increase the subsidy to the Postal Service by the increased utiliza- 
tion of tracks and energy carrying mail to the same places that the 
trains formerly ran. 

Should we not make this subsidized Amtrak service, and the sub- 
sidized Postal Service do a joint study before it is too late to deter- 
mine what is best for the taxpayers of America? 

Therefore, I would like to recommend, Mr. Chairman, that this very 
fine committee undertake or mandate, through the Postal Service, if 
within your jurisdiction, and certainly through Amtrak, a study to 
determine what help mail contracts could l)e and that Amtrak leader- 
ship put an emphasis on this "S a potential revenue service. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this subcommittee. 
1 know you will do what is best for the American taxpayer. If our 
office can be of any assistance, let us know and I will submit the docu- 
ments that we have asked for from the SCL and Chessie System to the 
subcommittee for your information. 

Mr. RooNEY. We are very happy to receive that information. Thank 
you for the fine statement. I know that you are concerned about this 
problem. You have talked to me before about it. The thing I cannot 
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understand is, in your opening statement, you say you wrote a letter 
to Mr. Reistrup on September 7 and thus far you have not received a 
reply ? 

Mr. JENRETTE. He might have sent it, by Postal Service and that 
might be the reason. But we have not received a response. 

Mr. RooNEY. Have you followed up on tlie letter? 
Mr. JENRETTE. We followed up on tlie 7th of October. 
Mr. RooNEY. And you still liave not had a response ? 
Mr. JENBETTE. NO. 
Mr. RODNEY. Mr. Reistrup is here today, and I will get him to an- 

swer some of tlie questions vou brought out in your testimony. Mr. 
Florio? 

Mr. FLORIO. I have no further questions. 
Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Santini? 
Mr. SANTINI. A good statement. 
Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Murphy? 
Mr. MuRPiiY. Mr. Jenrette, we appreciate your comments. 
Mr. JENRETTE. I apologize also to Mr. Ring for interrupting him. 

Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS RING—Resumed 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Ring, I am frankly amazed by the testimony you 
have given today. During the last year, since Amtrak lost the arbitra- 
tion, have they given you any reasons why your train should not be 
used ? 

Mr. RiNO. We have liad a series of attempted justifications for not 
using the train. They first went through a lengthy explanation of some 
technical changes they hope to make 1 year or so down the line. We 
suggested, at that point, that they operate the train for 6 months to 
see if it would work, and if ultimately Congress came through with 
enough money to upgrade everything coming into Los Angeles to 
electric, we would be happy to pull our train out of service. 

I have been assured, during the break, that Mr. Reistrup is going 
to attempt to convince you that the train cannot be legally run. That 
is one which has been raised on numerous occasions and I think fairly 
adequately put to bed. 

Santa Fe, in a deposition, all of 1 week ago, conceded that any train 
operating between Tx)S Angeles and San Diego is, by definition, inter- 
city and not commuter. That was their executive vice president. I 
assume he does speak for the corporation. 

Mr. RooNEY. Amtrak claims their increase in ridership and the 
L.A.-San Diego run is the result of a new AM fleet equipment. Do you 
agree with that statement ? 

Mr. RING. I am not sure that I really do, sir. There is a desperate 
desire for alternate modes of transportation in southern California. 
The freeways that run parallel with that route are as close to full 
capacity as they can get. 

We are advised, within the next 5 years, they will reach maximum 
operating capacity. My personal instinctive feeling is that boxcars 
on that run, with bench seats in them, probably would carry passen- 
gers. We do know a substantial portion of their ridership are not 
reall}' the people tliat I understand Amtrak was set up to serve. 
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I think it is wonderful there are Boy Scouts groups going to San 
Diego to visit the zoo. It was my understanding it was set up to, if 
you will, in part, lure people out of other modes of transportation 
back on the rail. 

Mr. KooNEY. Do you actually think Amtrak never intended to un- 
dertake the additional service along this corridor? 

Mr. RING. I just do not know. We have been dealt with in, what I 
consider, to be a phenomenally shoddy manner. It seems reasonable 
but I am desperately reassured by the fact that even Congressmen 
cannot get answers to phone calls. It makes me feel better because we 
do not get answers to phone calls and letters and promised meetings 
do not occur, and so forth. At least we are in a majority and not a 
minority. 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Florio ? 
Mr. FLORIO. I have no questions other than to make the observation, 

perhaps using your position as a Los Angeles County deputy super- 
visor, I would make a comment that I was in Los Angeles not too long 
ago and had occasion to ride the Amtrak train operated by Southern 
Pacific from I^os Angeles to San Francisco on a 12-hour trip. 

It cost $1 more than a plane ride from the same area that would 
have taken 2 hours. I use you as an opportunity to put that into the 
record. I thought it was an enlightening experience. 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Madigan ? 
Mr. ]VL\DiGAN. No questions. 
Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Santini? 
Mr. SANTIXI. By way of offsetting encouragement, I would suggest 

tiiat, as one memlier of this committee who has had past communica- 
tions with Mr. Reistrup, I feel more encouraged than some. They have 
returned my calls. 

Be thankful you do not have to deal with the BLM. They have 
failed to communicate with me in a similar fashion. That is the Bureau 
of Ijand Management about which Los Angeles County will never 
have to worrj'. I will just set a positive note on the communication 
problem that exists for all of us. 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Murphy? 
Mr. MURPHY. NO questions. 
Mr. RooNEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Ring. Our next witness will 

be the Honorable Robert E. Gallamore, Deputy Administrator of the 
Federal Railroad Administration. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT E. GALLAMORE, DEPUTY ADMINIS- 
TRATOR, FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT 
OF TRANSPORTATION, ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES SWINBURN, 
ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 

Mr. GAIXAMORE. Mr. Chainnan, with me today is Mr. Charles Swin- 
burn who is the associate administrator for Federal Assistance of the 
Federal Raili-oad Administration. I have a very brief statement I 
would like to re^d and have entered into the record. 

Mr. Chairman, and membei-s of the committee, I appreciate the 
opportunity to apj)ear before you today to discuss Anxtrak. I under- 
stand that the primary concerns of the committee are the Amtrak 
budget and the reductions in frequency of service. 



46 

As you know, the Carter administration originally proposed on 
fiscal year 1978 operating appropriation for Anitrak of $500 million 
and subsequently appealed the House mark of $4B8.5 million. The 
confei-ees agieetl to retain the House allowance, however, and the 
administration accepted that congressional decision in the context of 
funding constraints and overall Federal priorities. I believe that a 
consensus was reached between the Congress and the executive branch 
with respect to fiscal year 1978 funding, and further, that fiscal respon- 
sibility dictates that we attempt to hold the line for the present in 
Amtrak's budget. 

We cannot allow the recent staggering increases in Amtrak's fed- 
erally fimded deficit to continue. Only i years ago we were looking 
at an annual operating subsidy for Amtrak of $127.5 million. Today 
Amtrak is proposing a 1978 level of $545 million, nearly 13 percent 
over the 1977 appi-opriation, a growth rate which, if allowed to con- 
tinue, would produce a billion dollar operating subsidy by 1983. 

The conference committee recognized that a fiscal year 1978 oper- 
ating subsidy for Amtrak of $488.5 million would not allow the 
Amtrak system to be operated in the same configuration and at the 
same level of service, sis it has been in fiscal year 1977. Accordingly, 
the conference committee i-eport accompanying the appropriation in- 
dicated that Amtrak should utilize the route and service criteria pre- 
viously developed pursuant to congressional direction. 

Unfortunately, despite repeated urgings by Department of Trans- 
l)ortatdon repi-esentatives at Amtrak board meetings, ix)ute restruc- 
tunngs through application of the criteria luive not been achieved on 
a timely basis. Accordingly, when Amtrak's management found itself 
entering the new fiscal year with a route structure that had not been 
reduced and could not be operated at previous levels of service within 
fiscal constraints, it pursued the only rational course left available 
and reduced train fretjuencies over a number of routes. 

While we are unhappy that the frequency reductions had to take 
place and while we do not believe such reductions should be the major 
means of dealing with fiscal constraints, we recognize that the recent 
cuts had become a necessary mesisure. Further, i*ecognizing that a 
different set of managers might have made some differejit decisions 
regarding individual trains, m general, it appeai-s that Amtrak has 
done a reasonable job of implementing those service reductions in the 
face of budget limitations. 

May I briefly depart from my text, Mr. Chainnan, to indicate that 
the Secretaiy of Transportation, Mr. Brock Adams, does have a very 
strong pei-sonal relationship with Mr. Reistnip. He supports his man- 
agement of Amtrak and believes that Mr. Reistrup has the ability to 
manage Amtrak within its resoui-ces. 

To turn to the question of Amtrak's request for a fiscal year 1978 
supplemental operating appropriations of $56.5 million, we have, as 
you know, opposed that request before the Appropriations Committee 
by reason of the fiscal concerns which I cited earlier. We still believe 
that the $500 million level of funding which we originally proposed 
in the Pi-esident's budget submission would have provided an appro- 
priate level of service across the entire Amtrak system if cx)mbined 
with judicious and prompt use of the route and service criteria. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to answer any questions 
which you or members of the committee may have. 

Mr. KooNET. Thank you, Mr. Gallamore. Last yeai-, your predecessor 
testified, I believe, to the effect that he did not believe the definition 
of a national passenger transportation system necessarily meant thei-e 
had to be a connecting of the dots and went on to explain to this com- 
mittee that a national system could be a series of corridor operations. 

Do you share tliis opinion or do you have a different opinion? 
Mr. GAii^iMORE. I believe I disagree with our predecessore. We do 

believe in Amtrak being and remaining a national sei-vice. That would 
mean all of the dots were connected in one way or another. There may 
be some exceptions to that, although I cannot think of one right now; 
we do believe in a national system. We do not think it would be advis- 
able to break down the service into discreet corridors. 

Mr. RooNEY. To tlie extent that every fiscal year, Amtrak goes into 
deficit, do you feel Congress should bale them out? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. NO. My testimony strongly asserts a position in 
which we tr^' to retain fiscal restraint for Ajntrak, and in which we, 
the Department of Transportation, will work with ^Vmtkrak to estab- 
lish a set of routes that can be funded witliin reasonable fiscal con- 
straints which we will have to face. 

Mr. RooNEY. Amti"ak, of course, contends that those criteria cannot 
be used for a budget reduction. Do you believe this? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. The route and service criteria are not for budget 
reductions, per se, but for restructuring of routes. That restnicturing 
of routes should take into account the total resources available for the 
corporation. It is also true, I would say, that the route and service 
criteria were not established for the purpose of making frequency 
reductions as opposed to route changes or restructurings. So Mr. Reis- 
trup is correct in his testimony (I have had a chance to see the draft) 
in proposing or suggesting that it is not proper to use the route and 
service criteria for the purpose of making frequency adjustments, per 
se, but rather for the purpose of restructuring a system. We believe 
that we are to participate with Amtrak in that undertaking. 

Mr. RooNEY'. Mr. Florio? 
Mr. FLORID. I notice in your statement that you talk about the De- 

partment of Transportation representatives at the Amtrak board 
meeting. What is the statutory authority for those representatives ? Are 
they observors, participants ? What is their role ? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. The Secretaiy of Transportation is a member of 
the Board of Amtrak by statute. The Deputy Secretary may sit in 
for him. Also, by delegation of the Secretary's authority, the Federal 
Railroad Administrator or his deputy, who I am, may participate and 
vote in Amtrak affairs. 

Mr. FLORIO. Has the representative of the Department been at the 
meetings on a regular basis ? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. Yes. We are always present. 
Mr. FLORIO. Yesteiday's Wall Street Journal revealed to me, for the 

first time, that a .5-year plan has been put together which projects a 
number of things, not the least of which is a $3,500 million deficit for 
operating subsidies through fiscal 1982. Is the Department privy to this 
information ? 
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Mr. GALLAMORE. Earlier drafts of a 5-year report were presented to 
the Aintrak Board meeting. We did have access to those earlier drafts. 
We read them and considered them at a staff level. We participated in 
meetings at Amtrak in which the Amtrak staff discussed most of the 
contents of the major issues included in the 5-year plan. 

Yesterday, however, was the firet time 1 had a chance to see the 
final document. 

Mr. FLORIO. Was that information presented to the Appropriations 
Committee at the time the supplemental appropriation was discussed ? 

Mr. (TALLAMORE. I do not believe so. 
Mr. SwiNBURX. No. 
Mr. GALLAMORE. I believe it was not. 
Mr. FLORID. You make reference to the fact that the $500 million level 

of f>\nding originally proposed in tlie total appropriation would have 
been sufficient, if combined with the prompt and judicious use of the 
route and service criteria. Is that the essence of your statement? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. Yes. 
Mr. FLORIO. DO you think there is any reason why this could not 

have been done ? 
Mr. GALLAMORE. We think the process of using the route and service 

criteria has gone too slowly. Perhaps if these criteria had been pur- 
sued more vigorously, certain routes could have been eliminated by 
now wliich would have reduced the need for this restructuring. 

Mr. Fix)Rio. You also say that there is a rational basis for the selec- 
tion of the routes that have been eliminated and services that have 
been deferred. Would you categorize that as an economic base ? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. I missed the beginning of your question, Mr. Florio. 
Mr. FLORIO. YOU say somewhere in your testimony that you essen- 

tially agree with the managerial decision made and that there is a 
rational basis for the eliminations and other changes proposed. It 
was not done in accordance with the route and service criteria so I 
am asking you what is the rational basis? Is it, in fact, on the basis 
of economic loss that Amtrak has eliminated those routes losing the 
most money ? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. That is correct. Let me state again, my belief is the 
I'oute and service criteria were designed for the purpose of making 
route restructuring decisions, additions or deletions of whole routes 
rather than adjustments in the frequency of trains, whicli is more 
within the managerial purview, directly for the management of 
Amtrak. 

The route and service criteria were not utilized, it is my under- 
standing, in preparing the specific set of frequency reductions that 
have been proposed. On the other hand, when those frequency i-educ- 
tions were proposed and were made available to us at the Department, 
we did an analysis of those and determined from that brief analysis, 
from our own data as well as data provided by Amtrak, that the pro- 
posals put forward were reasonable and rational, even though different 
managers may have done it differently. 

Mr. FLORIO. All I am asking, and I will be happy to yield in a 
moment, is on what basis was service reduced on those trains losing 
money ? 
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Mr. GALLAMORE. Our basis was primarily economic, without full 
consideration of some of the factors which would have been considered 
in full application of the route and service criteria. 

Mr. FLORIO. I would be happy to yield to the chairman. 
Mr. RooNEY. Do you believe we will have a national system when 

the reductions and discontinuances are in place ? 
Mr. GALLAMORE. Will we have a national system ? 
Mr. RooNEY. Yes. 
Mr. GALLAMORE. Yes; I do believe we will. 
Mr. RooNEY. You don't think this will have any adverse effect on 

the 2iational system ? 
Mr. GALLAMORE. There will be less service provided, fewer people 

will ride. 
Mr. RooNEY. Fewer people will ride? Today only 1 percent of the 

American people are traveling on Amtrak. How many fewer people 
can we have and Congress still provide these billions of dollars ? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. I believe that has to be taken in an intermodal 
context. There are other ways for many of these riders to get from 
here to there. We believe that any restructuring should result in a na- 
tional system with a more cost effective set of routes and services, to 
be sure, but without denying opportunity of people to get from here 
to there. 

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you. 
Mr. FLORIO. I have no questions. 
Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Madigan. 
Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Gallamore, what exactly is the relationship 

between the FRA and Amtrak ? 
Mr. GALLAMORE. AS I mentioned, the Secretary is a member of the 

Amtrak Board. We are also—the Dei)artment of Transportation is 
also the Federal budgetary agent. 

Mr. MADIGAN. I am not asking about the Department of Transporta- 
tion ; I am asking about the FRA. 

Mr. GALL.\MORE. The Department of Transportation has functions 
delegated to it, by statute, which are in turn delegated to the Federal 
Railroad Administration, which is  

Mr. MADIGAN. I am not talking about that. What is the relationship 
between FRA and Amtrak ? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. FRA does the staff work within the Department of 
Transportation in preparing departmental positions on issues that 
come before the Amtrak Board of Directoi-s and does the staff work 
and carries the budgetary responsibility, the programmatic budget 
responsibility within the Department for Amtrak relations. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Are you saying that Amtrak goes to DOT and DOT 
exercises some judgment as to whether or not that amount should be 
given or requested or something, a fimction like 0MB ? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. Yes. My understanding is the budget is submitted 
by Amtrak approximately simultaneously to the Congress and to the 
Department of Transportation and the 0MB. 

Mr. MADIGAN. SO then, all DOT does is comment, if they so choose, 
about the budget, but they actually exercise no authority over the 
amount of the request or how any of the budget would be apportioned, 
is that correct ? 
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Mr. GALLAMORE. That is basically correct, but we have the firstline 
responsibility for analysis of Amtrak budget requests with respect to 
the development of an administration position on such things as a sup- 
plement request, or indeed, the original amount of the budget 
submission. 

I would also say tliere is one other aspect in which we are involved. 
The Department is responsible for overall transportation policy, in- 
cluding overall resources to be devoted to various sectors of trans- 
portation, so we are not merely concerned about the level of Amtrak 
funding within, if you will, the total amount of resources. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Secretary Coleman indicated we could save a lot 
of money if we discontinued all tlie trains and give all the train passen- 
gers airplane tickets. I assume you do not agree with that? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. That is correct. We do not agree with that. The 
Secretary is a very strong supporter of railway passenger service. He 
was the floor manager of the Rail Passenger Service Act as I recall. 
I, myself, was a lower level staff person who was one of the originators 
of the rail pass idea within the Department of Transportation. 

Mr. MADIGAN. YOU say, in your statement, you do not believe reduc- 
tion in frequency should be the means of dealmg with fiscal restraints. 

Mr. GALLAMORE. AS an interim measure, we believe the Amtrak 
management acted responsibly in proposing the set of  

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Gallamore, you are on both sides of the question. 
You say you do not believe that should have been done but you think 
it was responsible. 

Mr. GALLAMORE. AS an interim measure, it was responsible; it had 
to be done. As a longer term solution, reductions in frequency simply 
will not foot the bill. It caimot provide enougli savings to keep the 
Amtrak service national, efficient, and within the budget resources 
available to the corporation. 

Mr. MADIGAN. What can do that ? 
Mr. GALLAMORE. It is a very difficult area. We think the restructur- 

ing itself, will do tliat, but we also believe the restructuring should not 
be done in the absence of consideration of productivity improvements, 
possible fare increases, and so on. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Will we vote ? 
Mr. ROONET. Yes. There is a noncontroversial amendment on the 

floor dealing with abortion, gentlemen. 
We will take a 10-minute break. 
[Brief recess.] 
Mr. RooNEY. The gentleman from Illinois. I might say it is the deci- 

sion of tlie Chair to rise at .5:00. Mr. Reistrup will not testify this after- 
noon. He will be our leadoff witness at 10 a.m. tomorrow morning. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Gallamore, let me take a minute and try to clear 
up where we were. If I understand Avhat you are saying, you are 
saying if the route and service criteria had been implemented on a 
broad scale, then the service reductions we are here to talk about would 
not have been necessary; is that correct? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. Yes, that is our testimony. If the corporation had 
been successful in pursuing the route and service criteria so that it 
were known at the beginning of the fiscal year that a smaller number 
of routes would be served, then it would not have been necessary to 
make service frequency reductions. 
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The fact of coming up at the beginning of the fiscal year without the 
routes having been restructured was the instant cause for having to 
pursue the frequency reductions. 

Mr. MADIGAN. DO I undei-stand that in 9 months, only one actual line 
has been subjected to the route and service criteria? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. Our information is that one line has now gone all 
the way through route and service criteria. That is the line from 
Chicago to Washington and Norfolk. A second line is now in task 5. 
We are ready to go for public comment, public hearings. That is the 
Chicago-Florida route, the "Floridian." 

Our understanding is there are four other lines in the study base, 
so-called task 3, questioning if the economics of those lines can be 
improved. 

Mr. MADIOAN. SO your specific criticism, and I will summarize it 
and tell me if I have not done it correctly, is that more of tliese things 
could be done simultaneously and all of it could be concluded more 
rapidly ? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. Yes. We believe the route service criteria should be 
applied, not one line at a time necessarily, but perhaps on a regional 
basis or an across-the-board basis. It would speed up the process some- 
what. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I have no 
further questions. 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Florio ? 
Mr. FLORID. I have no questions. 
Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Santini ? 
Mr. SANTINI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As we continue to grapple 

with the problems of Amtrak passenger service, it continues to remind 
and frustrate me that we are, so it seems again, dealing with a tangen- 
tial aspect of a very large problem. 

What we desperately need, if we are going to get any sense of direc- 
tion and proportion on this problem, is to have a national transporta- 
tion policy. We still fumble from year-to-year and grope with the 
unknown and future and hope to appease it with dollar contributions, 
but we are failing, in a large measure, to really come to grips with 
the problem of rail passenger service, of rail service, the future of the 
automobile as a means of people transportation. 

Is there anything presently in the offing to fonnulat* such a national 
transportation policy? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. Let me say I fully agree with you, Mr. Santini. I 
think you are absolutely correct. There are a couple of things that are 
hopeful signs. One is Secretary Adams' hope to come to a uniform 
transportation count which we think will assist in making some of 
those tradeoffs between alternative modes of service and will be a 
major tenet of his national transportation policy as Secretary. 

The second thing is I am more closely involved in is the so-called 
504 and 901 studies, which were commissioned by the 4R Act, for 
which the Federal Railroad Administration now has the responsibility. 

We will provide, at the end of January, under the present schedule, 
what I think will be one of the most detailed, thorough, and complete 
statements of the railroad industiy, its problems, and some things that 
can be done about them. We will offer, not simply one set of conclu- 
sions, but options for public commentary over the next spring. 
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That, of course, is not an overall national transportation policy, but 

it will give us a much better handle on the railroad problem as a part 
of the national transportation system. Mr. Swinbuni ? 

Mr. SwiNBUKX. If I may add, Secretary Adams stated last week that 
now that he is through the first stage of his tenure in office and has 
handled a lot of major specific and individual transportation prob- 
lems, he feels he has cleared his desk enough to turn to exactly the 
kinds of concerns you have voiced and does intend to move toward 
coming up with a national transportation policy which reflects his, 
and this President's, viewpoints. 

Mr. SANTINI. I am certainly encouraged to hear it and under his 
leadership, he could succeed where others, before him, have simply 
fulminated. I fully believe we will never be able to reach any rational 
legislating process .until we can see things in the long range with 
balance and perspective. 

I very much want to see a national people transportation system 
succeed in reliance on the railroads but the 1-percent ridability factor, 
the chairman so appropriately addres.ses, raises the inevitable ques- 
tions of our constituents. Our constituents continue to raise, "^Vhat 
in the devil is going on? How can we be spending this much for so 
little?" It is a legitimate question. It involves a complex answer but 
they are going to have to come up with some of those answers and 
soon. 

If we can point to a long range, hopeful, breaking even point, or 
light on the horizon, perhaps we can continue to be supportive in 
these areas, where we, as a collective entity, I think, the Congress, are 
becoming more and more reluctant to do so. 

I happen to feel that rail tiansportation of people will be the solu- 
tion of the energy- crisis of the future but there is no cohesion. I know 
others share the concept but it does not seem to translate through 
in t^rms of the Commerce Department recognizing that you have a 
tourism industry involving $62 billion, the second leading retail 
industi-y in this country. Four out of five people move in their tour- 
ism ambitions by motor vehicle. 

Southern Xevada had 9.4 million people visit it, almost all by 
automobile. Certainly southern Nevada ofl'ei-s attractions that don't 
perhaps exist in other areas of the country but tourism is an economic 
and viable way of life. 

To get the rail system adapted to a major people transportation 
sy.stem is a formidable challenge but the people who travel for tourist 
purposes are willing to .spend the time. If they are willing to spend the 
time, it is a question of where they spend the doUai-s. Tliey are spend- 
ing them right now in highways, in their private automobiles. 

We have to get that dollar, reinvest it in the railroads. The only 
way we will get that is some sort of national policy that provides a 
sense of direction and purpose. I am encouraged to hear that at least 
the preliminary thought is l)eing evaluated and I am going to pursue, 
with pai+icular interest, the followthrough and implementation. 

Mr. GALJ^AMORK. We agree with you, Mr. Santini, and thank you 
for your support. I should add, the .W-t and 901 studies are primarily, 
but not exclusively, directed to the freight industry, as I think you 
are aware. 
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I take it from your remarks, that we have to have a enable and 
on-going railroad freight system in order to be able to provide rail 
passenger service economically. 

Mr. RODNEY. Will the gentleman yield ? 
Mr. SANTIXI. Certainly. 
Mr. RooNEY. The chairman of the Board of the Greyhound Corp., 

in a speech in Phoenix a couple of months ago, said. "(live him that 
$488,000,000 and he will i-eturn a profit to the Treasury." Do you agree 
on that ? 

Mr. GALLAMORE. I simply don't know whethei- his numljers are cor- 
rect or not. I do recognize there is a very substantial issue, Mr. Chair- 
man, as to the competitive factor between Amtraks service and Grey- 
hound's service. I will defer to Mr. Reistnip on that but we are not 
unmindful of that consideration. 

Mr. RooxEY. I might say, in response to the gentleman from Ne- 
vada's question about what we are doing about it, you did mention 
two areas in which the Secretary and others are doing something. We 
also have the National Transportation Policy Commission study, of 
which I am a member.. 

We certainly will tiy to come up witli some kind of a viable solution 
to this great transportation problem in this country. 

Mr. GALLAMORE. We have worked with the staff of your 
Commission. 

Mr. RooNKY. Thank you very much. Our next and final witness for 
the afternoon, will be the Honorable A. Daniel O'Neal, Chainnan, 
Intci"state Commerce Commission. We welcome you to the committee. 
You may proceed. 

I might say, I want to thank you and the Commission for the very 
fine cooperation you have given my committee. You are to be 
commended. 

STATEMENT OF HON. A. DANIEL O'NEAL. CHAIRMAN. INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN P. WALSH, 
CHIEF, PASSENGER SERVICE BRANCH, BUREAU OF OPERATIONS 

Mr. O'NEAL. Thank you veiy mucli. With me here is Mr. John P. 
Walsh, Chief of the Passenger Service liranch, Bureau of Operations 
at the Commission, who may •l)e helpful in answering si)ecific questions 
that might come up. 

I am, of course, pleased to be here and to liave this opportunity to 
express the views or the Intei-state Commerce Commission on the mat- 
ter of reduction of services by Amtrak. We have a longer statement. 

Mr. RooxEY. Without objection, it will become a part of the record, 
and you may summarize. [See p. .58.] 

Mr. O'NEAL. I will go througli the shorter statement here. First, 
let me give you an overview of the Commission's regulatory jurisdic- 
tion over Amtrak. then I will describe some of our efforts to improve 
services of Amtrak and we will conclude with some thoughts on why, 
in our opinion, Amtrak may have chosen to save money by cutting 
costs in the ways it has. 

The Commission's jurisdiction over Amtrak comes from the Rail 
Passenger Service Act of 1970, which created Amtrak. That act re- 
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lieved Amtrak fi-om those provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act 
relating to rate regulation, abandonment, or extension of lines and 
routes in service—that is, the quantity of sendee. 

Witli the passage of the Amtrak Improvement Act in 1975, new 
procedures for Amtrak discontinuance were established. Amtrak now 
has the power to make its own decisions on the discontinuance of 
passenger service without any action by the Commission. 

It is under this authority that Amtrak is effecting current service 
reductions. The one area of Amtrak operations over which the Com- 
mission has regulatory authority is adequacy of service. 

The Commission has promulgated regulations which provide spe- 
cific standards and controls over such matters as reservations, on- 
time performance, and conditions of cars and coaches. In 1975 the 
Commission, prompted by passenger complaints, investigated the 
quality of passenger service being provided. 

As a result of that investigation, the Commission modified its 
adequacy regulations and imposed new requirements to improve con- 
ditions for the traveling public. The Commission has continued to 
reevaluate its rules and regulations and to make program modifica- 
tions, in order to carry out its responsibilities relating to the adequacy 
of Amtrak service. 

The Commission maintains a monitoring program which is de- 
signed to keep us constantly in touch with Amtrak service perform- 
ance and to facilitate corrections when necessary. This program, in 
addition to handling passenger response forms received directly from 
the public, also consists of field staff inspections to determine Amtrak's 
compliance with the Conmiission's adequacy of service regidations. 

It permits firsthand e\aluation of Amtrak's performance, the re- 
sults of which are reported to xVmtrak for appropriate action. The 
Commission has been very successful in securing Amtrak's coopera- 
tion in voluntarily correcting deficiencies reported in this manner. 

The number of complaints about Amtrak service received by the 
Commission this year is up sharply over the previous year. We have 
received 13,431 total complaints in the just completed fiscal year as 
compared to 8,033 in the previous 12 months. 

Alleged violations of on-time performance and tenqjcrature con- 
trol continue to lead the list. Every other category of complaint 
showed an increa.se as well. The Commission continues to monitor 
Amtrak's performance during peak holiday periods. The worst prob- 
lems in this area were encountered during the fuel crunch of 1973 
and 1974 when demands for rail passenger service were imusually 
high. 

Problems have not been as severe in more recent years. Last year's 
Commission report on Amtrack to the President and the Congress 
noted Amtrak's commendable efforts to minimize passenger incon- 
venience din-ing these periods. 

This year, the Commission's surveillance activities focu.sed on the 
1976 Christmas period, and, more recently, on the 1977 Labor Day 
weekend. The Commission investigators observed conditions on trains 
and at selected major stations across the country. 

Again, they reported that Amtrak had, for the most part, prepared 
pretty well. 
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Mr. R(«)NET. Excuse me for interrupting, but I cannot help but 
coniinent. "The (\)iiunission has been very successful in securing 
Anitrak's cooperation, voluntarily correcting deficiencies reported in 
thismaiuier. 

"The number of complaints about Amtrak service received by the 
Conunission this year is up sharply. We received 13,431 total com- 
plaints in this completed fiscal year as compared to 8,033 in the pre- 
vious 12 months." How in the world are you securing Amtrak's co- 
operation in correcting the deficiencies? 

Mr. O'NEAL. What we are saying, I think, is the Commission, when 
it receives these complaints, takes them up with Amtrak and Amtrak 
has been very receptive to collecting the problems raised by the spe- 
cific complaints. 

The inciease in complaints, I think, goes to the total problem of 
Amtrak and not to whether they are trying to resolve these individual 
complaints as they arise. I think there is a distinction there. 

Mr. RooNEY. You may proceed. 
Mr. O'NE^VL. In addition to its monitoring program, the Commis- 

sion has, when necessary, undertaken enforcement efforts involving 
Amtrak. For instance, the (Commission's Bureau of Investigations 
and Enforcement recently became involved with Amtrak over the 
reduction of red cap services in the northeast corridor. 

Those reductions, according to Amtrak, were motivated by cost 
considerations. The IJureau, together with the Department of Justice, 
succeeded in securing a temjwrarv restraining order against Amtrak's 
contemplated elimination of red cap positions. It appears, at this 
point, tbat a settlement with Amtrak over the basic question of red 
cap service will be reached. 

Against this background, the Commission's jurisdiction over Amtrak 
and its efforts to bring about compliance with the adequac)- of sen- 
ice regulations, I would like now to turn to the subject to most im- 
mediate concern to the committee, namely Amtrak's recently projected 
reduction in service. 

Obviously, Amtrak itself is in the best position to explain to the 
subcommittee the reasons behind the actions that it has taken. How- 
ever, I am glad, at this time, to share with the sulx;ommittce our own 
understanding of what is going on in this area. 

According to our information, the retluction in service projected by 
Amtrak arises from the fact that Congress cut $45.6 million out of 
Amtrak's requested operating subsidies in 1978. To stay within this 
more stringent budget, Amtrak is attempting to trim its losses by 
running fewer trains in the northeast corridor and on three other 
routes, beginning October 30. 

It is our understanding that the total service reductions announced 
to date are expected to reduce Amtrak's defict by an estimated $28,- 
000,000 during the fiscal year 1978. We have also learned that sine* the 
initial announcement of the sen'ice reductions on Septeml)er 1 of this 
year, Amtrak's Board of Directors decided to ask Congi-ess for a $56.5 
million supplemental appropriation. 

We understand this was done as a result of infomiation from 
Amtrak's management that this amount would be neetied to prevent 
further reductions in trains and service. We are unaware of why the 
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additional $56.5 million is necessary, in view of the recent decision on 
service cutbacks. 

In general, it appears safe to say that Amtrak considers the service 
reductions to l)e the most effective means of cost control available. As I 
noted earlier in the statement, Amtrak's route and service decisions are 
committed to the discretion of its Board of Directors and are not sub- 
ject to any review by the Commission. 

Amtrak does not issue decisions which explain in detail its deter- 
minations regarding individual terminations of service. However, its 
report setting forth policy on tliese matters has outlined the criteria 
which Amtrak considers in connection with each such decision. 

We have, in the prepared statement, a list of those criteria. They 
suggest that a possibly fruitful line of inquiry for the subcommittee 
would be to determine whether the decisions made by Amtrak in this 
instance comport with the standards outlined in its Board of Directors 
publication. 

Since these matters are not on record before the Commission, we do 
not feel ourselves to be in a sufficiently knowledgeable position to 
answer that question at this time. We also suggest tliat the committee 
inquire into the impact of the cutbacks on the revenues generated by 
Amtrak's small package delivery servdce. 

I would say this probably does not involve that much in terms of 
revenue, but we understand that this service is profitable and has been 
gi'owing. Service cutbacks may reduce passenger deficits, but they 
may also dissipate tlie revenue contribution of this growing package 
service. 

The question of whether alternative methods of cutting costs would 
be more effective is a difficult one to answer. The operation of pas- 
senger trains is only a relatively small portion of Amtrak's total 
expenses. 

From an analysis of Amtrak's income statement for the 10-month 
period ending July 31, 1977, the Commission's Bureau of Accounts 
has determined that the cost of operating the passenger trains for 
this period, including Amtrak's onboard personnel, amoxmts to only 
about 32 percent of total ex})enses incurred. 

Exjienses for the period, other than transportation expenses, still 
would l)e twice as higli as passenger revenues. For example, if a reduc- 
tion in service could accomplish a 10-percent reduction of expenses, 
it would only amount to $22 million since total transportation ex- 
penses for the 10 months amounted to $220 million. 

It is unlikely that sucli a reduction would cause a major reduction 
in other expense areas, although there might be some relatively small 
savings in maintenance of equipment. The total picture is much more 
serious in that for the same lO-montli period, Amtrak's total exjwnses 
were $691.5 million while its total revenues were only $254 million. 

Apart from reductions in service, which, as just noted, do not 
significantly cut into Amtrak's substantial revenue shortfalls, mea- 
sures which will increase revenues or cut costs are relatively limited. 

While we believe that Amtrak has generally done a good job in 
orovidinc adequate sen'ice to the public, there may be areas such as 
impi-oved management efficiency and more effective marketing which 
would help. Amtrak's payroll should be scrutinized since, during fiscal 
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year 1977, it accounted for $300 million, close to half of Amtrak's 
total expenses of $691 million. 

Apart fi-om measures such as these, which can admittedly only go 
a relatively short distance toward meeting Amtrak's problems, the 
only other solutions would be increased rates and/or increased appro- 
priations to cover Amtrak's losses. 

Of coui-se, these approaches have obvious limitations well known 
to all of us. 

However, to the extent appix)priate, the Commission stands ready to 
offer its expertise to help find solutions. 

Of course Amtrak's future profitability is tied closely to long-term 
increases in ridership. Amtrak's principal competitor is the private 
automobile. Ridership patterns will be closely tied to future costs and 
availability of fuel. If it becomes more difficult to obtain fuel, 
Amtrak's load factore could increase and the carrier should be better 
able to reduce its losses. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 74.] 
[Mr. O'Neal's prepared statement and attachments follow:] 
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STATEMENT OF 
A. DANIEL O'NEAL, 

CHAIRMAN, INTERSTATE C0M^1ERCE COMMISSION 
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
COMMERCE OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE 
AND FOREIGN C0M!1ERCE ON REDUCTIONS IN SERVICE 

BY AMTRAK AND RELATED MATTERS 

October 12, 1977 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee: 

I am pleased to appear before you to present the views of 

the Interstate Commerce Commission on the important -natter of 

reductions in service by the National Railroad Passenger 

Corporation, usually known as Amtrak. Certainly the performance 

of the Nation's Federally-funded passenger railroad system is 

a subject of great interest to all of us, and I am  pleased 

to be able to offer any assistance we can in assessing the 

situation and helping Congress formulate policies regarding 

this service to the Nation's public. 

I will begin today by giving you a brief overview of the 

Commission's regulatory jurisdiction over Amtrak.  I will then 

describe some of our efforts toward improving service by Amtrak, 

and will conclude with some thoughts on why, in our opinion, 

Amtrak may have chosen to save money by cutting costs in the 

v/ays that it has. 

The Commission's jurisdiction over Amtrak comes from the 

Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 (RPSA) , which created .Amtrak. 

That Act in section 306 relieved Amtrak from those provisions 

of the Interstate Commerce Act relating to (1) rate regulation; 



59 

(2) abandonment or extension of lines; and (3) routes and 

service.-^ 

With the passage of the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975 

(AIA of 1975), Public Law 94-25, new procedures for Amtrak. 

2/ 
discontinuances were established.—  Amtrak now has the power 

to make its own decisions on the dlscontiniance of passenger 

service without any action by the Commission.  It is under this 

authority that Amtrak is effecting current service reductions. 

The one area of Amtrak operation where the Commission 

does have regulatory authority is adequacy of service.  Section 

801 of RPSA authorized the Commission to prescribe "such 

regulations as it considers necessary to provide safe and 

adequate service, equipment, and facilities for intercity 

rail passenger service."  Pursuant to this authority, the 

Commission promulgated the basic adequacy regulations in 

1/ Section 306 of PJ>SA designated Amtrak as a common carrier 
Ey railroad subject to all provisions of the Interstate Commerce 
Act "other than thosei pertaining to (1) regulation of rates, 
fares, and charges; (2) abandonment or extension of lines of 
railroads utilized solely for passenger service, and the 
abandonment or extension of operations over such lines of 
railroads, whether by trackage rights or otherwise, and (3) 
regulation of routes and service and, except as otherwise 
provided in this Act, the discontinuance or change of passenger 
train service operations." 

2/ Section 8 of AIA of 1975 amended Section 404 of RPSA to 
allow Amtrak to develop its own standards and procedures for 
the discontinuance of its passenger trains.  Amtrak developed 
procedures and standards which were submitted to Congress for 
review.  See "The Criteria and Procedures for Making Route 
and Service Decisions" submitted by the Board of Directors of 
Amtrak to Congress on October 29, 1975.  These procedures and 
standards became effective in March of 1976 when Congress 
declined to Issue a resolution disapproving them. 

l4-«4 O - 1> • 9 
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Ex Parte No. 277 (Sub-No. 1), effective April 1, 1974.  These 

regulations, as amended, provide specific standarr's and controls 

over such matters as reservations, on-time performance, and 

conditions of cars and coaches.  In 1975, the Commission, prompted 

by passenger complaints, investigated the quality of passenger 

service being provided.  As a result of the investigation, the 

Commission modified its adequacy regulations and imposed new 

requirements to improve conditions for the traveling public. 

The Connnission has continued to reevaluate its rules and 

regulations and make appropriate modifications. 

To carry out its responsibilities relating to adequacy 

of Amtrak's service, the Commission maintains a monitoring 

program which is designed to keep us constantly in touch with 

Amtrak's service performance and to facilitate corrections 

V7hen necessary.  This program, in addition to hJUidlir.g 

passenger response forms received directly from the public, 

also consists of field staff inspections to determine Amtrak's 

compliance with the Commission's adequacy of service regulations. 

During the twelve months ending September 30, 1977, the 

Commission's field staff made 531 station compliance inspections 

and also inspected 3,044 passenger trains.  The prograat includes 

unannounced visits to stations, where facilities are checked 

for substandard conditions, as well as walk-on and ride-on 

inspections.  It permits first-hand evaluation of Amtrak's 

performance, the results of which are reported to Amtrak for 
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appropriate action.  The Commission has been very successful 

in securing Amtrak's cooperation in voluntarily correcting 

deficiencies reported in this manner. 

The number of complaints eUiout Amtrak service received by 

the Commission this year is up sharply over the previous year. 

We received 13,431 total complaints in the just completed 

fiscal year, as compared to 8,033 in the previous 12 months. 

Alleged violations of on-time performance and temperature 

control continue to lead the list, and nearly every other 

category of complaint showed an increase as well. 

Several extraordinary occurrences during the year undoubtedly 

contributed to the large number of complaints.  Severe winter 

weather caused massive equipment failures and long delays in 

scheduled runs.  As a result of the weather conditions, Amtrak 

in late January had to suspend 20 trains Indefinitely, and 

to annul many more on a daily basis. An unusually hot summer 

also had its effect on temperature control systems and contributed 

to the increase in air conditioning complaints received, despite 

the delivery of Amtredc's new, all-electric Amfleet equipment, 

which was completed in June 1977.  There were also several 

floods across the nation and a number of large derailments 

which interrupted service, inconvenienced passengers, and 

led to the filing of many complaints. 

The Commission continues to monitor AmtreUc's preparation 

and performance during peak holiday periods.  The worst problems 

in this area were encountered during the fuel crunch of 1973-74, 
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when demands for rail passenger service were unusually high. 

Problems have not been as severe in more recent holiday periods. 

Last year's Commission Report on Amtrak to the President and 

Congress noted Amtrak's commendable efforts to minimize 

passenger inconvenience during these periods. 

This year the Commission's surveillance activities focused 

on the 1976 Christmas period and, more recently, on the 1977 

Labor Day weekend.  Commission investigators observed conditions 

on trains and at selected major stations across the country, 

and again they reported that Amtrak had for the most part 

prepared well.  Extra cars were added to train consists to 

increase passenger-carrying capacity, and additional Amtrak 

personnel were available at ticket windows and on the floor 

to give information and assistance.  Minimal congestion and 

overcrowding were reported. 

Over the Christmas holiday period there were delays 

and equipment failure associated with the harsh weather, but 

these are recognized as largely beyond Amtrak's control. 

The Commission akcnowledges Amtrak's excellent efforts to 

alleviate many of the difficult conditions which mark holiday 

travel. 

In addition the Commission has undertaken enforcement 

efforts involving Amtrak when necessary.  For example, the 

Commission's Bureau of Investigations and Enforcement recently 

became involved with Amtrak over reductions of rec^cap service 
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in the Northeast corridor, reductions vrhich, according to 

Amtrak, were motivated by cost considerations.  The Bureau, 

together with the Department of Justice on September 12, 1977, 

succeeded in securing a temporary restraining order against 

Amtrak's contemplated elimination of redcap positions,  '^his 

court action— was jurisdictionally based on the assertion 

that Amtrak would be in violation of the Commission's adequacy 

of service regulations.  Although a difficult and important 

legal dispute between the Commission and the Department of 

Justice arose during the course of this litigation (which is 

explained in Attachment A to this statement and which we 

believe warrants the attention of this Subcommittee), it 

appears at this point th^t a settlement with Amtrak over the 

basic question of redcap service will be reaches!. 

Against this background of the Commission's jurisdiction 

over Amtrak and its efforts to bring about compliance with the 

adequacy of service regulations, I would like now to turn to 

the subject of most immediate concern to this Subcommittee, 

Amtrak's recent projected reductions in service.  Obviously, 

Amtrak itself is in the best position to explain to this 

Subcommittee the reasons behind the actions that it has taken. 

However, I am glad at this time to share with the Subcommittee 

our own understanding of what is going on in this area. 

3/ United States of America ant? Interstate ron-nerce Commission 
V. national Railroad Passenger Corporation, Civil Action 'lo. 
77-1567 (U.S.D.C. D.C. filed September 12, 1977). 
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According to our Infomation, the reduction in service 

projected by Amtrak arises out of the fact that Congress cut 

S45.6 million out of Amtrak's request for S534 million in operatinq 

subsidies for 1978.  To stay within this more stringent budget, 

Amtrak is attempting to trim its losses by running fewer trains 

in the Northeast corridor and on 3 other routes beginning 

October 30.  An average of 22 trains per day out of 120 operated 

will be removed from Northeast corridor service (Boston-»Iew York- 

Philadelphia-Washington).  Extra cars will be added on the 

remaining trains to handle heavier passenger boardings.  It 

is our understanding that the total service reductions announced 

to date are expected to reduce Amtrak's deficit by an estimated 

$2F>  million during the fiscal year 1978.  We have also learner? 

that since the initial announcement of the service reductions 

on September 1 of this year, Amtrak's Board of Directors decided 

to ask Congress for a S56.5 million supplemental appropriation 

for fiscal year 1978.  We understand that this was done as a 

result of information from Amtrak's managem.ent that this amount 

would be needed to prevent further reductions in trains and 

service.  We are unaware of why the additional S56.5 million 

is deemed necessary, in view of the recent decision on service 

cutbacks. 

In general, it appears safe to say that Amtxak considers 

these service reductions to be the most effective means of 

cost control which is available.  As I noted earlier in this 
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statement, since enactment of Section 404 of the Aintrak 

Improvement Act of 1975, Amtrak's route and service decisions are 

ooimnltted to the discretion of its Board of Directors, and are 

not subject to any review by the Connnlssion.—'  As I also noted 

earlier, the AmtreUc Board of Directors' policy on route and 

service decisions is embraced in its publication entitled 

"The Criteria and Procedures for Making Route Service Decisions" 

which was submitted by the Board of Directors in compliance 

with Public Law 94-25 on October 29, 1975. Amtrak does not 

issue decisions which explain in detail its determinations 

regarding Individual terminations of service.  However, its 

report does outline criteria which Amtrak considers in connection 

with each such decision. These are as follows: 

(1) Economic impact 

(2) Environmental impact 

(3) Effective changes on connecting parts of tis« system 

(4) Population affected 

(5) Demand for intercity service 

(6} Revenue per passenger mile 

(7) The effect on capital oosta. 

(8) The effect on revenues 

(9) The availability of alternative modes of transport 

4/ Prior to that time discontinuance of service was governed 
by section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U.P.C. 
13a) which required Amtrak, and all other passenger carriers, 
to show that discontinuance of passenger service was consistent 
with the public interest. 
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We suggest that a possibly fruitful line of inquiry for 

the Subcommittee would be to determine whether the decisions 

made by Amtrak in this instance coaport with the standards 

outlined in its Board of Directors' publication.  Since these 

matters are not on record before the Commission, we do not 

feel ourselves to be in a sufficiently knowledgeable position to 

answer tliat question at this tine. 

We also suggest that the Committee inquire into the inpact 

of the cutbacks on the revenues generated by Antrak's small 

package delivery service.  v:e understand that this service is 

profitable and is growing.  Service cutbacks may reduce passenger 

deficits, but they may also dissipate the revenue contribution 

of this growing package service. 

The question of whether alternative methods of cutting 

costs v;ould be more effective is a difficult one to ansvrer. 

The operation of passenger trains is only a relatively si-.all 

portion of Amtrak's total expenses.  From an analysis of 

Amtrah's income staetment for the 10 month period ending 

July 31, 1977, the Commission's Bureau of Accounts has eeterminer": 

that the costs of operating the passenger trains for this {>eriod, 

including Amtrak's own on-board personnel, amounts to only 

31.9 percent ot toal expenses incurred.—  Expenses for the period 

5/ A breakdown of Amtrak's total expenses for this same 
ten-month period is included as Attachment B.  Attachment C 
is an analysis of Amtrak's en^loyees and payroll. 
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other than transportation expenses still would be twice as high 

as passenger revenues. 

For example, if a reduction in service could accomplish a 

10 percent reduction of expenses. It tfould only amount to 

$22 million since total transportation expenses for the 10 months 

amounted to $220 million.  It is unlikely that such a reduction 

would cause a major reduction in other areas, although there 

might be some relatively small savings in maintenance of 

equipment.  The total picture is much more serious in that 

for the same 10-month period Amtrak's total expenses were 

$691.5 million while its total revenues were  only $354.4 million. 

Apart from reductions in service — which as just noted, 

do not siginificantly cut into Amtrak's substantial revenue 

shortfalls — measures which will increase revenues or cut 

costs are relatively limited.  While we believe that Amtrak has 

generally done a good job in providing adequate service to 

the public, there may be areas, such as improver'' management 

efficiency and more effective marketing, which would help. 

Amtrak's payroll should be scrutinized since during fiscal year 

1977 it accounted for $300 million — close to half of Amtrak*s 

total expenses of $691.5 million. Apart from such measures 

as these, which admittedly cem only go a relatively short 

distance to»*ard meeting Amtrak's problems, the only other 

solutions would be increased titen  and/or Increased appropriations 

to cover Amtrak's losses.  These approaches have obvious 

limitations which are well known to us all.  However, to the 

extent appropriate, the Commission stands ready to offer 

its expertise to help find solutions. 
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of course, Amtrak's future profiteibility is tied closely 

to long-term increases in ridership. And, as Amtrak's principal 

competitor is the private auto, ridership patterns will bo 

closely tied to future costs and availability of fuel.  If 

it becomes more difficult or costly to obtain fuel, Amtrak's 

load factors should increase and the carrier should be better 

able to reduce its losses. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this matter. 

I will be pleased to attempt to answer any questions you may 

have. 

Commissioners Brown, Christian and Murphy were absent and did not participate. 
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ATTACHMENT A , 

The Conmlssion's Bureau of Investigations and Enforcement 

(BIE) together v;ith the Department of Justice, on September 12, 

1977, succeeded in securing a temporary restraining order 

against Amtrak's contemplated elimination of 80 redcap positions 

in the Northeast corridor.  (United States and Interstate 

Commerce Commission v. National Railroad Passenger Corporation, 

Civil No. 77-1567 (D. D.C., filed September 12, 1977). 

nie Court action was jurisdlctionally founded on the assertion 

that Amtrak would be in violation of 49 C.F.R. 1124.14, a 

regulation promulgated by the Commission pursuant to Section 801 

of the Rail Passenger Service Act, 45 II.S.C. 641.  In addition 

to Regulation 14, the Bureau asserted that Amtrak's action 

would violate Regulation 15, 49 C.F.R. 1124.15, which, together 

with Regulation 14, requires Amtrak to provide baggage assistance 

to the elderly and handicapped. 

In the course of the court proceedings, the Bureau and 

the Department of Justice became involved in a jurlsdlctlonal 

dispute concerning whether the Bureau could, in the name of the 

Commission, pursue the litigation without the Department of 

Justice.  The dispute with the Department of Justice was premised 

on the inability of the Department to Inform the Bureau before a 

specified hearing date whether it, the Departr»nt of 

Justice, was going to compromise the case against the Interest 
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of the Bureau. Discussions with the Department of Justice 

indicated that its position in the case was subject to the 

influence of the Department of Transportation which, although 

not a party to this litigation, is an agency which the 

Department of Justice often represents.  It appeared that the 

interest of the Department of Transportation might not be consistent 

with the interest of the Bureau in the litigation. 

Therefore, because BIE believed that the Department of 

Justice was unable to represent the Commission's interest fully 

at the scheduled hearing on a  motion for preliminary injunction, 

the Bureau filed its motion for preliminary injunction without the 

consent of the Department of Justice.  The Department of 

Justice moved in court to strike our motion for preliminary 

injunction on the ground that it, pursuant to 28 'J.S.C. 516 

and 519, and 45 U.S.C. 547(a) and 641(b), was the only 

authorized agency permitted to bring such suit in the Federal 

court,  "^he Department of Justice prevailed on its motion 

to strike.  The Court, in reading 45 U.S.C. G41(b) narrowly, 

found that the Commission could bring an action only 

if the Attorney General notifiec" the Commission within 45 days 

that he would pernlt the Commission to represent itself, and 

that there had been no formal decision by the ^ttorney General 

to permit the Commission to pursue the matter in its own name. 

BIE'3 position, v;hich did not prevail, was that the Department 

of Justice had effectively turned down the litigation by its 

failure to either pursue the Commission's interest in the case 

or to notify the Commission of its, the Department of Justice's, 

position in the case before the date schedulec' for hearing the 

matter. 
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The redcap case is illustrative of the kind of 

problem which the Commission encounters in its effort to carry 

out the mandate of Congress by enforcing its ovm regulations. 

In many areas the Department of Justice has an effective veto 

power over our enforcement efforts since  we 

have no independent right to pursue actions in court.  Even 

where there is a 45-day turndown provision, as under the 

Rail Passenger Service Act, we can be effectively blocked 

from fully pursuing the case, especially where, as in the 

redcap case, significant court proceedings take place right 

after the case is filed. 

In view of these problems, the Commission will soon 

consider whether to support legislation which would give us 

an independent right to pursue civil litigation before the 

courts in our own neune.  I believe that such a measure, 

if enacted, would go far toward improving our ability to carry 

out our Congressional mandate. 
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AMTRAK 
Statement of Expenses 

For the Ten Months Ended July 31, 1977 

Operating i-xpenses: 

Maintenance of Way and Structure 
Maintenance of Equipment 
Traffic 
Transportation 
Dining and Buffet Service 
General 
Taxes 
Rents 
Railroad Perfonnance Payments 
Albwance for Avoidable Costs 
Allowance for Assumption of 

Pi'sk Liability 
Total Operating Expenses 

Corporate Expenses: 

General and Administrative 
Net Interest Expense 

Total Corporate Expenses 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

Thousands      Percent 

$ 36,321 5.3 
171,307 24.8 
36,937 5.3 

220,891 31.9 
49,399 7.2 
43,917 «.4 
66,548 9.6 
3,635 .5 
8,932 1.3 
5,677 .6 

632 -, 
$644,190 93.2 

18,665 i.7 
28,629 4.1 
47.294 r.s 

$691,484 IDC.O 
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Mr. RooNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The only thing I can con- 
clude from your statement, with respect to Amtrak cutting its routes 
and increasing its passenger fares, is the same way that the Penn 
Central and all of the other trains went in the early fifties and 
the early sixties. 

Every time there was any kind of problem with passenger service, 
one of two things happened. Either the service was cut or the passenger 
had to pay increased rates. To me, it is the same way in which Amtrak 
is going today and it is sad, especially when Congress is putting one- 
half of $1 billion in every fiscal year. 

Mr. O'NEAI^ There are no easy answers to this particular prob- 
lem and, as you mentioned earlier, I think, ridership is what, 1 per- 
cent of the total traveling public? We did, I think, see an indication 
in 1973 and 1974 when fuel was not as available as it had been and 
is now, that more people will ride common carriers, if they are forced 
into it because they cannot depend upon their automobile. 

Maybe this is the ultimate answer, but, again, that depends on our 
total policy toward energy conservation and how that impacts in 
this area. 

Mr. RooNEY. It is sad when we have to realize that Mr. Reistrup, 
when he appeared before this subcommittee last year said, you could 
fill every train Amtrak operates and still, at the end of the year, you 
would have a $75 million loss. 

On page 2 of your testimony, Mr. Chairman, you state that: "It is 
under the authority granted by the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975 
that Amtrak is effecting the current service reduction." Considering 
the fact that Amtrak did not apply the criteria established in accord- 
ance with this act, I wonder if you would give us your opinion as to 
whether or not Amtrak's service reductions were legal ? 

Mr. O'NEAL. In our view, the redviction in the frequency of service 
should be accomplished in accordance with the criteria that are estab- 
lished by Amtrak pursuant to the act. If that is not the case, then one 
wonders at what point those criteria would apply. Would it apply 
only with the last train on the route and, if so, wliat is the last train 
on the route ? Is it the daily service, weekly service, monthly, or annual 
service ? 

I would say that our reading is that the criteria should apply to 
these frequency changes. 

Mr. FLORIO. If the gentleman will yield ? 
Mr. RooNEY. I would be happy to yield. 
Mr. FLORIO. I am sure you have heard the previous individuals who 

testified for FRA indicate that, in his opinion, the route criteria 
really applied only to route reduction and not to service reductions. 
I had some difficulty with that because of the fact that if that is the 
case, it means there is no criteria. 

AMiat happens is the statutory criteria was given to Amtrak to make 
up their own mind when they wanted to reduce service, answerable to 
no one which I find somewhat acceptable. If Federal moneys are 
going into that, there should be some objective standard, certainly of 
the appeal process, and, if the reading of FRA is coirect, that only 
applies to rout^ reductions. Am I making any sense? 

Mr. O'NEAL. Yes. 
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Mr. Fi/)Rio. So it would be your opinion, then, that in fact this cri- 
teria should apply to route reductions as well as service reductions? 

Mr. O'NEAL. I want to make sure we are talking about the same thing; 
We think a leduction in, let's say, the frequency of service, and not just 
the elimination of a route, shoidd be made in accoidanc© with the cri- 
teria that Amtrak has established. I think that is what you are saying. 

Mr. Frx)Rio. Yes; but that is not the opinion we got from FKA this 
afternoon. 

Mr. O'NEAL. I guess then that we disagi-ee on that point. As I said, 
you have an interesting question if the criteria does not apply because, 
then, at what point do they apply? It would seem that there would be 
an opportunity for Amtrak to reduce the service to practically noth- 
ing without taking that last train off and, since some minimal service 
is supplied, it should not have to apply its criteria. What constitutes 
continued service—service once a week? Is that the last train? Is it 
service once a month ? At what point would the criteria apply under 
their standard ? I think that is a goo<l question. 

Mr. FLORID. Mr. Chairman, I would just oliserve it seems to me 
there is a factual question or legal interpretation that has to be ob- 
tained. In the'event the FRA position is correct, it seems there is a 
legislative void that has to lie filled appropriately by this committee 
to provide some rational oversight or some standard by which service 
reductions can be made in a way that is something more than just arbi- 
trary and capricious. Thank you. 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Chairman, you mentioned the fact that you ^t 
along vei-y well with Mr. Reistnip and you cooperate very well with 
Amtrak; Amtrak cooperates very well with you, I lx>lieve. Then we 
get to page 4 of your statement and you say, "The Hureau. together 
with the Department"—the Bureau, of course, is the Bureau of In- 
ve.stigations in the ICC—"together with the Department of Justice 
succeeded in securing a temporai-y restraining order." Why do you 
have to go to court if you get such gi-eat cooperation ? 

Mr. O NEAL. I am glad you asked that question. 
Mr. RooNET. You don't have to answer. 
Mr. O'NEAL. No; I will answer. AVhat we are saying there is that 

when we receive complaints, we take those complaints to Amtrak and 
say something ought to be done about this. In those, instances coopera- 
tion has been very good. We have no complaints. 

There are other relationships outside of this kind of working rela- 
tionship, handling complaints, where our relationship has not been 
that good or as good as we would like all of the time. The redcap sit- 
uation is one of them. It came as a big surprise to us. AVe felt it was 
a violation of the regulations we are charged with enforcing, so we 
sought the tempoi-ai*j' restraining order. 

Mr. RooTfEY. How many redcaps were involved in this? 
Mr. WALSH. Eighty-seven. 
Mr. RooNEY. How many ? 
Mr. O'NEAI,. Eighty-seven total. I think the savings would have 

amounted to $1.4 million. 
Mr. ROONEY. Wliat are you doing with respect to the redcaps in 

Miami ? I have a petition here informing me that the jobs in Miami are 
going to lie abolished. 
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Mr. O'NEAL. We have not be«n fonnally advi.sed of that problem. No 
one has complained to us about it. We have not heard alK)ut it from our 
field officers. We would be happy to take a look at it. 

Mr. KooNEY. I will be very happy to tuni over this {>etition to you. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr.Florio? 
Mr. FLORIO. Serving in your capacity of monitoring the adequacy 

of service, you mentioned something about there were, from time to 
time, surges of activity. I assume you are talking about the time 
when there was the oil embargo and increased ridership? 

Mr. O'NEAL. Yes. 
Mr. FLORIO. I read in the plan, published in the paper yesterday, 

that ^Vmtrak intends to create a mothball fleet from 200 care and 30 
locomotives which would be used for sudden, unanticipated surges of 
passengers. 

Are you involved in recommending that as a nieans of in.suring that 
there l)e adequacy of service in siach times? 

Mr. O'NEAL. We have not really played a role in that decision by 
Amtrak, as fai' as I am aware. 

Mr. FLORIO. To what would you attribute the inorea.se in com- 
plaints? You indicated they responded to complaints adequately that 
you raised, yet there has been a sul)stantial increase. Parenthetically, 
I can verify that, and much to my regret, and perhaps xVmtrak's, I 
am a regidar rider of it going back and fortli evei-j- week. My own semi- 
scientific little formula has something like, in the last year and a half, 
60 pei-cent of the time I ride on it, it is more than 10 minutes late in 
starting on time or arriving on time, so I can echo there has l)een— 
this is the Metroliner we are talking about. 

Mr. ROOXEY. Ten minutes and you are complaining ? 
Mr. FLORIO. TO what would you attribute that, if you have any 

knowledge, the increase in complaints ? 
Mr. O'NEAL. It is a difficult question. The complaints about tem- 

perature control have gone up substantially. You would think that 
with new equipment, those kinds of complaints would be reduced, 
but they are not. The on-time performance is another area which con- 
tinues to be a maior source of complaint and again, new equipment 
should make a difference there, but, at least so far, it has not had 
an effect overall in the system. 

Mr. WAIJSH. Over this past fiscal year, we have had a severe winter 
which caused a lot of cancellations as well as slow operating condi- 
tions which cause some trains, in the interest of overall safety, to 
fail to observe a published time schedule. 

Mr. O'NEAL. I should have mentioned that. The weather condi- 
tions probably did have an effect, particularly during the winter 
and, with the summer being hotter. I assume those who might not 
have complained about hot passenger care in the past, do complain. 

Mr. FLORIO. I will reserve this question for Mr. Rcistrup, but just 
to observe, in the last 3 weeks, leaving on Friday afternoons, I timed 
it and it was 45 minutes in starting because of equipment failure, 
according to the announcement. One time it was l.'i and the other 20; 
the last was on Thursday rather than Friday. I have difficulties in 
underetanding. Obviously that is not repairs on the road at the out- 
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set, so it seems to me the equipment we are paying for, the new equip- 
ment, is it not being monitored, maintained, or whatever? It seems 
to me a lot of the lateness is attributed to equipment deficiency. 

The last question I would ask is, in connection with the Operations 
Review Panel. Are you familiar with that entity, under the Amtrak 
Law? 

Mr. O'NEAL. XO, I am not. 
Mr, FLORIO. It is a panel designed to, or supposed to be monitor- 

ing disputes between Amtiak and local and State governments. My 
understanding was there were some disputes with regard to its juris- 
diction or the jurisdiction of the ICC. Have you had any experience 
with the panel? 

Mr. O'NFWVL. I am not aware of  
Mr. FLORIO. It may be because the panel is not operating, which 

is one of the problems. 
Mr. O'NEAL. I would like to take a look at the question and find 

out exactly what the problem is. It has not come to my attention. 
That is all I can say. 

Mr. FLORIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooNEY. The gentleman from Nevada? 
Mr. SANTINI. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. Mr. O'Neal, the Com- 

mission has just issued its "Through Route and Joint Fare Study" 
pursuant to section 106 of the Rail Transportation Improvement Act 
of 1976. 

In your letter to Congress, accompanying that study, you state: 
The failure of Amtrak to offer, in a timely manner, any meaningful comment 

In this proceeding, denied the Commission the benefit of information peculiarly 
within Amtrak's position and significantly Impaired our ability to conduct a 
thorough study and make comprehensive recommendations. 

Do you have any idea why Amtrak chose not to participate more 
fully in this proceeding, as was intended by Congress, under our law? 
I am informed that your study completion date was the 81st. The let- 
ter came in on thef 7th. It was a two- or three-pagexi preliminar}- com- 
ment that was of no u.se whatsoever to you. Do vou know the reason 
for that? 

Mr. O'NEAL. I really cannot answer that question. I think prob- 
ably—I do not like to pass on questions to other witnesses—but I 
think that Amtrak might he. in a better position to answer than I. 

Mr. SANTINI. Did you, or anyone under your direction, take it 
upon your or their initiative to inquire of Amtrak as to the reasons 
for this nonresponse? 

Mr. O'NEIVL. I am quite sure that we contacted Amtrak to find 
out about it. I am not, at this time, able to really tell you what their 
response was, but it must not have been a very adequate one or I 
would have heard alwut it. 

Mr. SANTINI. YOU have indicated 13,431 complaints, on page 3, 
the total complaints in the just-completed fiscal \-ear. Could that be 
fairly characterized as the tip of the icel)erg of rider discontent? 

Mr. O'NEAL. Yes, probably. I think yOu would have to say most 
people who have a complaint do not complain when they are upset 
about somethintr, especially those who ride passenger trains. In some 
cases, they might feel it is useless to go through the exercise, although, 
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as I say, we do follow through on those complaints, and get some 
satisfaction. 

Mr. SANTINI. Are they all written complaints? 
Mr. O'NEAL. Almost all of them. There is a form provided. We 

receive them through the mail and we process them as fast as we can. 
Mr. SANTINI. SO the ordinary, oral complainer would not have 

any direct avenue of communication with you or the Commission? 
Mr. O'NEAL. He can call the Commission, and we have a con- 

sumer hot line that people can call, but almost all of the complaints 
that we process are the written complaints. The forms are easily 
available. I think it is as easy to do that probably. 

Mr. SANTINI. Human nature is much akin to the Congressman 
from New Jersey to allow it to pent up and then in either a hearing 
room or a barroom find someone to vent on, to somehow unleash it 
and it somehow never translates through. 

This gentleman from New Jersey—Mr. Florio—is an abstainer. 
I was not referring to him. 

But some of us vent that wrath. 
I am disturbed at what a small percentage of the actual grievance 

is that figure, 13,431, lepresents. I don't know if anyone has developed 
a rule of thumb to balance the number of written complaints versus 
the number of grievances they actually represent, but it would be 
crude at best. No further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. FLORIO. May I, Mr. Chainnan. 
Mr. RooNEY. [Nods affirmatively.] 
Mr. FLORID. The ICC has jurisdiction obviously of passenger trains 

iTin by ConRail; don t they ? 
Mr. O'NEAL. If they are run by ConEail for Amtrak, yes. If they 

are commuter trains, our jurisdiction is limited. 
Mr. FLORIO. My point is there are some of those trains that- have 

connections with Amtrak's lines and people are now being—my corre- 
spondence indicates people are being inconvenienced because their 
hookup trains are being discontinued. 

It seems to me, it may very well be within your jurisdiction to as- 
sert some jurisdiction, not withstanding the statutory language 
because of the impact upon those people who are making connections 
who are not going to be able to make connections on the trains over 
which you have jurisdiction. 

Has anyone given any thought to this ? We have people who go from 
north Jersey to Trenton and their trains are going to leave them at a 
point where there will be no train for them to get on to continue on 
their way. It seems to me that is a place that there is a logical extension 
of your jurisdiction with which to deal, because it is impacting upon 
the ridership capability of the trains over which you do have 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. O'NEAL. That is true. We could research this a little more but 
I feel that probably, because of what we feel are pretty tight restric- 
tions on our authority over discontinuance or adjustments in routes 
and service by Amtrak, that we could not indirectly effect those kinds 
of changes, whicli is what you would really be doing in that situation, 
without a change in the statute. 
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Mr. RooNEY. I have one final question, Mr. Chairman. Is it tlie 
position of the Commission that should Amtrak receive its $56 million 
supplemental appixjpriation, that all of the pi-esent lines or routes now 
scheduled for reduction, be reinstated ? 

Mr. O'NEAL. I do not think we are going that. far. We are not sure 
really because we are not privy to the information they have as to why 
they feel $56 million is required and what they are going to do with it. 

Mr. RooNET. Wliy are you not privy to the information ? You get 
all the information from the trucks, buses, and every other mode of 
transportation ? Why are you not privy ? 

Ml'. O'NEAL. This is a recent pronouncement by Amtrak. We un- 
doubtedly will have the information at some point. We just have not 
taken it and analyzed it at this stage. 

Mr. RooNET. Do you feel personally if we give them the $56 million, 
all of the routes should be reinstated ? 

Mr. 0'NE.\L. I just don't really feel I can answer that question at 
this stage. 

Mr. RooNEY. I have no further questions. The subcommittee stands 
adjourned until 10 a.m. tomorrow in room 2175. 

[Whereupon, the subcommittee adjourned at 4:30 p.m., to reconvene 
October 13,1977, at 10 a.m.] 





AMTRAK'S SERVICE REDUCTIONS 

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 13, 1077 

HoT7SE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

STXBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION' AND COMMERCE, 
COMMITTEE ON INI-ERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 

Washington, D.O. 
The subcommitte© met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room 2175, 

Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Fred B. Rooney, chairman, 
presiding. 

Mr. RooNEY. We now come to our star witness, the one we have all 
been waiting for, and tliat is Mr. Paul Reistrup, president of Amtrak. 

I want to say, Mr. Reistnip, I am very sori-y for the delay in liaving 
you testify and recognize the inconvenience it lias caused you. On be- 
half of the subcommittee I apologize. I trust you understand the rea- 
son why it was necessary to delay your testimony yesti^rday. 

Mr. Reistrup accepted the presidency of Amtrak approximately 2^4 
years ago after a very successful cai-et>r with the Illinois Central Gulf 
Railroad and Baltimore and Ohio Railroad. We are familiar with the 
condition of Amtrak existing at that time and recognized the tremend- 
ous challenge he was undertaking. Although many of us question the 
success of Amtrak and are critical of many of its operations we do not 
question Mr. Reistrup's leadership, his ability or his devotion to duty. 

I recognize that you have undertaken what I personally believe to 
be a very difficult task and I commend you for the job you are doing. 
I trust, Mr. Reistrup. that you will not consider the criticisms of Am- 
trak being made by the subcommittee as a personal indictment against 
you. Rather, in our different ways we are attempting to achieve the 
same goal, tliat is, the best poasible rail passenger service at the lowest 
expenditure to the American taxpayers. Again I welcome you to the 
subcommittee and apologize for the delay in receiving your testimony. 

Mr. REISTRUP. Thank you, Mr. Chaimian. 
Mr. RooNEY. It has been called to my attention there is a quorum 

call. I again have to ask you to bear with us. I will be right back. 
[Brief recess.] 
Mr. ROONEY. I might say all of the witnesses today will have 10 

minutes. My colleagues are now going to testify and they will be 
limited to 2 minutes apiece. The only witness this morning who will 
not bo limited will be Mr. Reistrup. 

Our first witness is our colleague from the great State of Connecti- 
cut, Christopher J. Dodd. 

(81) 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER J. DODD, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

Mr. DoDD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for 
not being here at the time you were scheduled to start. I ask unani- 
mous consent to submit a prepared statement for the record. 

Mr. RODNEY. Without objection. 
Mr. DoDD. My principal ix)int is to compliment you on holding these 

hearings. We in Connecticut, as well as many other States are deeply 
concerned over the proposed cutbacks. Quite frankly I am not pre- 
pared as a Member of Congress to say that those cutbacks are not 
necessary. Nor can I in good conscience say to my constituency that 
they are necessary without liaving the data and information in order 
to make that determination. These hearings will bring that informa- 
tion out. They will enable tliis Member to make a pei-sonal decision 
whether to go forward and ask for additional funds or allow the cut- 
backs to go back as planned with the existing level of funding. I will 
conclude my remarks. There is a lot of information and data on which 
I base that concern. That basically is my interest. I will be very 
ajixious to hear the outcome of these hearings. 

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you very much, Congi'essman Dodd. I know of 
your interest in serving the people of the great State of Connecticut. 
You have discussed this matter with me on numerous occasions. That 
is the purpose of these hearings, to get tlmt information to you. 

Mr. DoDD. Thank you. 
[Mr. Dodd's prepared statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. CHBISTOPHES J. DODD, A RETBESENTATIVE IN CONQBESB FBOM 
THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

Mr. Chairman: I would like to take this opportunity to compliment you and 
the members of the sulxwmmittee for scheduling these hearings on the sub- 
stantial service cutbacks which Amtrak has announced will take place on 
October 30, 1977. There is no greater service that this subcommittee can provide 
the Congress than the full and complete investigation of Amtrak's claim that 
theee service cutbacks are necessary in order to reduce their operating exp«ise 
to an acceptable level. In addition to these already announced service cutbacks 
which Amtrak claims would lower its operating budget by $2.3 million, it is my 
understanding that Amtrak's board of directors will meet later this month 
to decide upon additional cutbacks which they claim are needed in order to 
reduce their operating budget by $56.3 million in fiscal year 1978. 

As you know, when the supplemental appropriations bill for fiscal year 1978, 
H.R. 9375, came before the House Rules Committee, several members and I 
expressed our concern that the bill did not contain any funds for Amtrak despite 
Amtrak's request for an additional appropriation of $.')6.3 million. At our retiuest 
the Transportation Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee will 
soon hold hearings on Amtrak's request for additional funding. 

It is my desire, as I know it is yours, that essential rail passenger service 
be continued. However, quite frankly when the supplemental came before the 
Rules Committee those of us who would support additional funds to meet 
legitimate needs found ourselves in a very uncomfortable position of not having 
adequate and verifiable information upon which to request a specific level 
of funding. It is my sincere hope that these hearings and hearings to be held 
by the Transportation Subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee will 
bring to light information upon which Congress can then determine the ap- 
propriations needed to continue essential rail service. 

There are many questions surrounding Amtrak's request which need to be 
addressed. Clearly, service cutbacks should occur on those trains where ridei^ 
ship is extremely low. It has been suggested that those trains on which fewer 
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tban 25 passengers ride per trip nhonld be eliminated. Amtrak has told me that 
3 such trains could be eliminated at an annual savings of $5 million. 

There are also questions as to whether Amtrak has the proper relationship 
with Congress. For example, in this recent experience Amtrak has in effect 
.said to Congress either give us the funds we want immediately or we will 
eliminate rail service on which literally hundreds of thousands of passengers 
are dependent. 

Mr. Chairman, with regard to this last issue, it is my belief that if Amtrak 
is unresponsive to congressional oversight and inquiry, then legislative remedy 
must be sought. 

However, I do not believe that the problem we may face in our relationship 
with Amtrak is appropriately addressed by permitting these cutbacks to occur. 
It is not fair to the hundreds of thousand.s of riders who will be affected by 
the cutbacks for Amtrak to hold them hostage in return for the funding Amtrak 
has requested. Instead, Mr. Chairman, continuation of essential rail passenger 
service must be our goal. 

According to Section 301 of the Rail Pas.senger Service Act of 1970, P.L. 
91-518; 84 Stat. 1327, "There is authorized to be created a National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation. The corporation shall be a for profit corjjoration, the 
purpose of which shall be to provide intercity rail passenger service, employing 
Innovative operating and marketing concepts so as to fully develop the potential 
of modem rail service in meeting the Nation's Intercity passenger transporta- 
tion requirements." . . . That purpose is as necessary today as when the act 
was adopted. 

In my home State of Connecticut the cutbacks which are scheduled to go 
into effect on October 31, 1977, will have a significant impact on the people who 
rely on Amtrak's service. Amtrak plans to cut 18 trains from the 43 presently 
servicing Connecticut, an overall reduction of 42 percent for the State. Those 
individuals now using between New Haven, Hartford and Springfield will have 
their service cut by more than half. In fact, service through Connecticut, con- 
necting New York and Boston, will be cut 36 percent. My colleagues from the 
States of New York, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Illinois, California, Montana, 
and Florida are aware of the impact the proposed cuts will have upon rider 
service. 

In conclusion, I would like to express my concern over Amtrak's announcement 
last weekend of its new five year plan for the "enhancement" of the overall 
system. It is particularly inappropriate in my opinion that these new improve- 
ments should be proposed by Amtrak at the very same time they are announc- 
ing cutbacks of essential passenger .service. 

Among other proposals, the new five year plan calls for the purchase of 
380 new low-level passenger cars and the upgrading and improvement of certain 
Amtrak stations. To implement these proposals, Amtrak will request for fiscal 
.year 1979 $613 million in operating funds and $341.4 million in capital funds. 
This represents a 25 percent increase in operating funds appropriated for 
Aratrak for fiscal year 1978 and a 216 percent increase In capital funds that 
Amtrak received In its appropriation for fiscal year 1978. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no question in my mind that given a choice between 
a passenger car which costs between $300,000 and $400,000, and the continuation 
of essential passenger sen-ice, that our obligation is to continue service. It is my 
hope that your hearings will shed some much needed light on Amtrak's opera- 
tion which will help re-establish passenger service as Amtrak's highest priority 
function. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman for the opiwrtunlty you have given me to express my 
opinion on this most important matter. 

Mr. RooNET. We will now hear from our distin^iished colleague 
from the great State of Montana, the Honorable Max Baucus. 

STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 

Mr. BAUGUS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I too ask unanimous con- 
sent to submit mv statement for the record. 

Mr. RooNEY. Without objection. 
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Mr. BAUCTTS. Mr. Chairman, I join Mr. Dodd from Connecticut in 

coinplimenting you for holding tliese hearings. Tliey are essential be- 
cause I think Membci-s of Congress and many Americans arc very 
fnistrat«d with Amtrak's operation and the management of Amtrak. 
I would like to briefly cite two inconsistencies in their operations which 
I think are indicative of the main thrust of Amtrak's seeming con- 
fusion. 

First, it is the policy of Amtrak, and certainly, the policy of its 
president, Mr. Reistrup, not to cut daily service to two or three times a 
week. 

He prefers to find sonic other solution when there is a problem route. 
Yet, in my State of Montana Amtrak amiounced it will discontinue 
daily service and use one route three times a week, another four times 
a week. This is in direct opposition to the presidents pronounced 
wishes. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, when I asked Amtrak why they were cut- 
ting their routes in Montana, their response in a letter to me was that 
it was based solely on economic reasons. Vet during the Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee hearing held just a month ago when I asked 
Amtrak again why they cut in Montana the answer was 60 percent 
because of lack of winterized equipment and only 40 percent because 
of economic reasons. Again an inconsistency in Amtrak's earlier 
statements. 

I guess, Mr. Chairman. I am frustrated and I am confused. I think 
a lot of Americans are. a lot of Membeis of the House and Senate are. 
It is my hope that you and your subconunittes> and full committee 
will be able to come up with a way to force more accountability in 
Amtrak, to give more assurance to Membei"s of the House and Senate 
and to the American people that Amtrak is in fact doing what it is 
supposed to do—serve people. 

I have a unique problem in Montana. Montana is a very rural State. 
We have vast distances. There are very few alternate forms of trans- 
portation, very little surface transportation. We feel that we have a 
situation where we desperately need rail passenger service because in 
many cast\'j there is no other passenger service of any kind. In short, 
we encourage you to undeitake that very difficult task of encouraging 
and forcing more accountability. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooNKY. Thank you, Mr. Haucus. Like Congressman Dodd, you 

have been in touch with me on juany occasions regarding Amtrak and 
its service to Montana. Perhaps by the end of the day we will have 
some of your questions answered. 

Mr. BAI CU8. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[Congressman Baucus' prepared statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, A REPRESENTATIVE FBOM THE STATE OF MONTANA 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for permitting me to appear before 
you today. I would also esix'cially like to thank this subcommittee for their 
attempt to get to the root of the problems which Amtrak currently faces. 

As a relative newcomer lu dealing head on with Amtrak, I must confess that, 
quite frankly, I am appalled by the manner In which Auitrak handled ita recent 
budgetary crisis. 
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It is the Inconsistencies Involved with the recent cutbacks—and the lack of 
any formalized manner of dealing with frequency reductions—which are my 
main concerns. 

To cut routes fre<iuency almost across the board is not ever consistent with 
President Reistrup's philosophy of how to run trains that make money. He has 
made no secret of his opposition to frequency reduction.s. And yet, rather than 
developing alteniative procedure which would require this action only on a 
minimal basis in the face of economic cutbacks, we see Amtrak making across- 
the-board frequency  reductions on  all  long distance  trains.   1  am  confused. 

On August 22, I wrote to Mr. Reistrup and requested information about the 
basis on wliich service to my State was to be cut almost In half. I requested: 

(1) A detailed economic Justiflcation for the cutback. 
(2) A tirm date for when the cutback will be ended if cost and rldershlp 

figures do not show a major economic advantage. 
(3) Current cost and rldershlp figures with your projections of what will be 

saved if ridership does not suffer, your projections of how rldershlp will suffer, 
and  what  will  he  save<l  if  ridership  suffers  according   to  your  projections. 

(4) A detailed exi>Ianation of what social and environmental factors will be 
taken into account and how they will be weighed into your decision. 

I was dismayed by the response. On Septeml)er 8, Amtrak replied with the 
following: 

"We anticipate the annual savings from the reduction in frequency on the 
E^mpire Builder and the North Coast Hiawatha will cost $7.5 million. We do not 
expect additional housing costs for crews to be significant, as many overnight 
at one end already. 

"We have not yet established a firm date for a resumption In frequency on 
these routes. We will watch ridership patterns and revenue projections along 
both routes very carefully. 

"We did not make a study of the social and environmental factors as this 
was simply a matter of budgetary restraints. 

"I will have to obtain the answer to your third question (ridership figures and 
projections) from another oflSce and will be back in touch with you on that 
at a later date." 

I further questioned Amtrak's reasons when they appeared before the Trans- 
portation Subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee. My main concern 
was that Amtrak had failed to figure in the human and social costs of reducing 
service in areas with almost no transportation alternatives. Amtrak again stated 
that the cuts were based purely on economic savings. 

During that same meeting, Mr. Reistrup stated that 60 percent of the reason 
he sought tile ciitj^ along the Montana routes was because our new equipment had 
not yet arrived, and that he would not continue to operate older equipment during 
our harsh winters. Does this mean that our routes would have cut back regard- 
less of Amtrak's economic problems? Again, I am confused. 

Amtrak lias established that Route and Service Criteria do not pertain to 
frequency reductions. I feel that it is now time that we in Congress either deter- 
mine that they do apply, or develop a seiMirate set of criteria for frequency 
reductions. 

Congress has not met with much success in creating quasi-private Institution. 
Amtrak certainly does not come across as a shining example of how government 
sponsored corporations l>eoome profitable and operate without federal support, 
and I certalnJy see the need for new Congressional Instructions for Amtrak. 

I would like to thank Mr. Santini, who spoke yesterday on the need for a 
national transportation i>olioy. I fully agree, and truly hoix- that pa.ssenger rail 
service can be a vialile com|)f)npiit of such a plan. 

My constituents nee<l Amtrak, but they also need consistent jiLstifications con- 
cerning any changes in their Amtrak 8er\'ice. It is my hope that this subcommit- 
tee will take steps to Insure eonslHtency and accountability. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. KooNEY. AVitliout objection, the Chair wi.shes to placo in the 
record, as tJiou^h rea<l, the stntoments of Consre.ssmcn Lionel Van 
Deerlin of California. CTiarles H. WiLson of California, and Glenn M. 
Anderson of (California. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. LIONEL VAN DEERLIN, A REPEESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcomnuttee: 
If Amtrak is to succeed anywhere, it should be in places like the 
densely populated Los Angeles-Orange-San Diego corridor in south- 
em California. 

We are prisoners of the automobile, and Amtrak promises at least a 
measure of freedom. As Mr. Ring of the Los Angeles County super- 
visors pomtetl out to you yesterday, the number of "inteiTegional" 
auto trips in the San Diego-Los Angeles corridor now approaches a 
staggering 50 million annually. 

But Amtrak is moving up also. In August, the trains carried 78,448 
passengers, a record high for the month and a o7-percent increase over 
the 49,896 passengers carried in August 1976. Amtrak is now oper- 
ating five round trips a day between the two cities compared with just 
three round trips a year ago. The 5-year master plan issued this week 
proposes that the frequency of this service be increased to seven round 
trips a day. 

Certainly the demand is there. The fact that passenger rail service 
is not flourishing as one might expect in a region where it is so obvi- 
ously needed is due to bureaucratic footdragging and an ongoing dis- 
pute over what constitutes "commuter" service. 

As Mr. Ring made clear, the County of Los Angeles feels it has 
been let down, badly, by stumbling blocks thrown in the way of a 
long-planned county-operated nm between Los Angeles and San 
Diego. The IJOS Angeles officials thought they had a commitment from 
Amtiiik more tlian 3 years ago for establishing this needed new serv- 
ice. But up to now, the Santa Fe Railroad has been able to block the 
plan, notwithstanding that Los Angeles has invested more than $2 
million in buying and refurbishing the cars for this train. 

Los Angeles and Amtrak maintain the proposed sei-vice would allow 
visitors and business people to ti-avel to Los Angeles and return to 
San Diego at a good hour, instead of in the middle of the night, and 
it would also help "through" travelers make connections in Los 
Angeles. 

Santa Fe, nevertheless, lias been able to take advantage of lan- 
guage in the existing Amtrak law to oppose the new service as being 
"conunuter" based, and therefore not a legitimate part of the Amtrak 
program. 

In my view, this type of service should be legal under auspices of 
Amti-ak. If necessary, the law should be revised—starting right here 
in this subcommittee—to {jermit this type of undertaking by public 
agencies such as the counties of Los Aiigeles and San Diego. 

The local governments already agreed, as required by law, to meet 
two-thirds of whatever operating deficits ensue from the proposed 
ser\'ice, which would leave San Diego around 5 each weekday morn- 
ing, arriving in Los Angeles at about 8. Return trips would depart 
Los Angeles aixmnd 5 p.m., returning to San Diego around 8 p.m. In 
short, it would be convenient—so convenient, in fact, that some years 
ago Santa Fe itself operated a similar service on about the same 
schedule with the same stops en route. 



Santa Fe evidently saw fit to abandon this service to make way for 
more lucrative freight traffic. We should make sure ,that people con- 
tinue to take precedence over freight. 

STATEMENT OF HON. CHAELES H. WILSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to express 
my views on the Los Angeles-San Diego commuter train. 

In view of the nationwide effort to emphasize mass transit versus 
private transportation, the evolution of a mass transit system in 
southern California should be inevitable. A commuter service along 
the heavily traveled Los Angeles-San Diego corridor is a critical 
conmiitment to that evolution. 

As my colleague from California, Glenn Anderson, has already 
testified before this committee, the commuter service would be a tre- 
mendous boon to every southern California citizen. It has other 
bonuses as well: Conservation of energy, and reduction of freeway 
congestion and smog. 

So far, Los Angeles Coimty has invested $2 million for the pur- 
chase and maintenance of the proposed system's eight train cars. 
They are now in storage and I would urge this committee, the Santa 
Fe Railroad, and Amtrak resolve their technical difficulties so that 
the system is in operation as soon as possible. 

I regreat that I was not able to deliver this testimony in person, 
but I hope that it will be part of the committee record and indicate 
my strong suppoit for this system. I look forward to the continued 
cooperation of you, Mr. Chairman, and subcommittee members. 

STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for allowing 
me to present my views before your subcommittee prior to the testi- 
mony of Amtrak President Reistrup. 

With your assistance I think Amtrak has agreed to initiate that 
rail service for commuters between Los Angeles and San Diego. 

Should I find that Amtrak is hedging on this promise to the coun- 
ty of Los Angeles, I will certainly let you know. 

I appreciated your kind words regarding my efforts regarding 
trans^wrtation policy. I only hope that we can both continue doing 
our part to improve this country's attitude toward all modes of 
transportation. 

Mr. RcKiNEY. You may begin, Mr. Reistrup. 

STATEMENT OF PAUL H. REISTRUP, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RAIL- 
ROAD PASSENGER CORP. (AMTRAK), ACCOMPANIED BY DON 
BRAZIER, VICE PRESIDENT, FINANCE, AND JOHN LOMBARDI, 
DIRECTOR, STATE AND LOCAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. REISTRUP. Mr. Chairman, after yesterday I hope today will 
turn out to be a pleasure to be here. 



88 

I have not changed. I am going to address the issues today just as 
I have in the past. I know of no other way to deal otlier than in a 
forthright manner. I do like to shed light on all of the facts on a 
subject, not just part of them, which I think was in some cases the 
situation yesterday. 

This committee has been very supportive of Amtrak and the author- 
izing committee in the Senate has also. We appreciate that. Whether 
or not we have achieved all of your goals, we have tried to do what 
you have told us to do. However, we do not always get the money 
from the appropriations process, from the administration and the 
Appi-opriations Committee, that you authorize. That is the case this 
year. My statement which I would ask be included in the rexiord in 
its entirety, does go over a little bit of the historv but I will skip 
that. 

I do want to point out one thing that has become more evident to me 
in my 21/0 years here and that is that we have a managerial generation 
gap. I am one of the minority who are in my age group at Amtrak, 
becjuise the passenger business on the railroads was dying. That is why 
{'o\i formed Amtrak. I liave a group—including at my pei-sonal staff 

evel and it runs throughout the organization—of people at the senior 
end of their career, in their mid-sixties, and then we jump all the way 
down to very young people. I was one who advanced rather early, 
at age 31 a department head, so I support having youth out there. 
But I must say we have to have experience also when operating a fast 
railroad such as we have in the Northeast corridor, running 105 
miles an hour with the Metroliners. We have been able to do it safely 
but I do want to point out that managerial gap. 

In reflecting on these hearings I read a letter fi"om the Department 
of Transportation in 1970 to the "WHiite House and recalling my con- 
cern—I was then in the freight business in 1970—^that those who 
formed Amtrak, including this Congress, didn't know what they were 
getting into. It was interesting to review some of the statements made. 
These are also covered in my formal statement [see p.—]. I think the 
most interesting point made was that there was a hor>e that there would 
not be a continuing Federal involvement. In fact it wasn't expected. 
Anyone who knew the nature of the business I think was badly mis- 
led in that case. There also was a statement that there would be very 
little risk in this business and I think that was also a serious mistake. 
Again, that is all history. 

Since that time Amtrak has added a lot of service. When Amtrak 
started, the route structure was roughly 24,000 miles. We have added 
to that. It is now over 28,000 miles. There are M States that have had 
added service since Amtrak was forme^, includinj? international nins 
to Canada. We have three trains that go to Vancouver, British Colum- 
bia, and to Montreal. One to Vancouver and two to Montreal. We have 
some of these added trains operating with State support under sec- 
tion-103 (b) of the act. 

Now much of this added service has been through thinly populated 
areas where, as Congressman Baucus mentioned, there is not as much 
alternative transportation. The airplanes don't have frequent service 
to Billings, Mont. I know that. For that i-eason we tend to be more 
Tin important part of those communities. But there just aren't the 



people out there, the population, to populate our trains. Tlierefore, 
the ridership per train-nule is relatively low and that brings about 
the question on these long-distance trains. 

I think it is important to realize that the people aren't traveling 
that long a distance on these long-distance trains. Much of the year 
only 1 percent of the total ridership goes all the way. Mr. Florio men- 
tioned riding on the Coast Daylight-Starlight when he was out West. 
That happens to l)e our heaviest-traveled Tong-di^ance train. In the 
recent fiscal year, not this one that just closed September 30, but the 
one prior to that, we liandled 440,000 people on that one train. But 
they are not going to the end points. My latest check indicates 3 per- 
cent went all the way. Tlie others are getting on and off, on and off. 
San Luis Obispo, San Jose, and so forth. I think the nature of this 
business needs to be considered very deeply by the committee. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Reistrup, "the heaviest" is kind of a relative t«rm. 
How much money do you lose on that run ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. That route is fairly good. On a dii-ect basis—^this 
is based on out-of-pocket expenses—it actually contributes money, a 
couple million dollars. But when we allocate the maintenance expenses, 
the yard in IJOS Angeles and so forth, it loses, as does everything else— 
Mr. Brazier is looking it up here—$6 million is the avoidable cost, 
which includes allocation of maintenance expenditures. 

Mr. FLORIO. Do the officere of Southern Pacific regard the existence 
of the train as being very, very unwise ? They point out, as I pointed 
out, that anyone who is traveling from one jwint to another could do 
it by airplane for the most part and save money and certainly save 
substantial amoimts of time. But I understand the point you are 
making. 

Mr. REisTRrr. I would agree that air service is very competitive 
from the bay area to Los Angeles, but from Santa Barbara to San 
Jose—and I think this is the point that needs to be addressed—many 
people seem to want to ride it, and 1 agi-ee with what you have said, 
but 440.0(X) of them did last year. 

The situation with respect to the budget is what we are really here 
for. Tliis committee, along with the Commerce Committee of the 
Senate, agreed to an authorization of $545 million. Amtrflk's appro- 
priation request was not quite that high. It was $534 million. 

Now I am not going to lie party to this sometimes-played game of 
asking for more money than we need. We estimate—and I have to my 
left Don Brazier, our vice president of finance— we calculate as closely 
as we can what it will cost to run the service that we are running and 
any expected additions. In the case of last year's budget that addition 
was the Boise train, a long-distance route. Salt Lake City, Ogden, 
and then on up to Portland and we extended it to Seattle, using an 
existing sen-ice that was there. But we also assumed that one route 
would he eliminated or restructured to bring about a saving in operat- 
ing requirements tlirough the route criteria process. 

The Office of Management and Budget recommended something on 
the order of $460 million. The Ford administration recommended $P490 
million. That was raised at the 11th hour to $500 million by the new 
Carter administration. We never did formally change our request 
to Congress, and the record will show that. Some of my board mem- 
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bers are very concerned that we even agreed to try to live with the 
$500 million. I think you will find that the record is clear that there 
would have to be adjustments made to make ends meet and live within 
that $500 million. When the appropriations process was completed in 
conference between the Senate and the House, we were given $488.5 
million. The report language states that we were to use the rout« and 
service criteria and that ^88.5 million was supposed to be enough 
money to last for the entire fiscal year. 

Now once that bill was signed we at management began to work. 
We, in effect, took managerial actions, just the same as I nave done in 
my twenty years in this business, to make ends meet. We try to do the 
same thing at home, also. What we did basically was try to save the 
most money wc could while having the least effect on revenue—a maxi- 
mization, an optimization. 

Some of the rains that were proposed to be cut actually hurt me 
deeply, personally. One of them was mentioned yesterday, the Pal- 
metto. That at one point was aclled Reistrup s Folly. That is the New 
York-to-Savannah, Gra., train, equipped with the new Amfleet. I 
thouglit we might try to see if we could see that short-distance equip- 
ment serve a long-distance run and provide day service in spite of 
the fact that the range of this equipment was supposedly limited to 
500 miles. The train lias been successful. It has been very well rid- 
den, particularly in the summer and on weekends. When we reduced 
that to a weekend operation—actually that went into effect on Sep- 
tember 8—it hurt me. 

Another one that concerned me in the proposed reductions for Oc- 
tober 30 was the early-morning New York and Boston trains in both 
directions which serve Connecticut. The philosophy was that since 
we handle so many people in the New York-Washington sector early 
in tlie morning that we ought to be able to do it at the north end, and 
we did not have that service pattern. The train has not generated a 
significant amount of riderehip although it was in some ways good, 
but it did lose money out of pocket, so it has been proposed to be re- 
duced. I would hope that that would be one of the earlier ones to 
go back on if we do get some additional money. 

Now to the question of whether or not we use the route criteria— 
page 1 of the route criteria, which was allowed to go into effect by 
Congress, states that the route and ser\ice criteria is to be used for 
the determination of a new route or the elimination of a route. It is 
very clear that this does not deal with frequency. 

To be very clear at this point I would ask that that page be placed 
in the record because it is a concise statement of what that criteria 
says. Whether it is right or wrong, I consider that—and I am so 
advised by counsel—to be administrative law, and we are living within 
it. 

Mr. RooNET. Without objection, so ordered. 
[The document referred to follows:] 
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[^c«rpt  frtMD "The Criteria and Procadurca  for Maklag Route and Service De- 
clalona   ,   aubitltted by the Board of Directors of the National Railroad Paaa- 
cnger Corporation In conpUai^e vlth Public Law 94-2S,  The Aatrak laprovemmt 
Act of  197S*-October 29,   1975J 

1  - INTRODUCTION 

On May 26,   1975,  the Congrcas passed the Amtrak Improvemenl Act of 1975 
(the Act).    One key provision of the Act was to assign responaibility for route 
and aervic^decisions to the Amtrak Board of f>irectorB - thus giving Amtrak, 
for the first time,   rcs(>onstbility for proposing its own future corporate develop- 
ment.    However,  to ensure tJtat all parties concerned with the future of intercity 
rail passenger service would understand how Amtrak intended lo exercise this 
new reflponsibility,  the Congress also required that Amtrak publish the criteria 
and define the procedures it would use in making route and acrvice decisions. 

This report, which haa been prepared in response to that congrcaaional re- 
quirement,  deecribes the criteria and decision-making process Amtrak proposes 
to use (Chapters Z and 3,   respectively).**   As an introduction,  this first chapter 
discusses: 

1   The approach taken by the Board in defining th«* criteria and prucedurca 
Amtrak will use in making route and service decisions 

f   The ways in which route and service decisions were made in the past - 
an historical review that provided insights to the Hoard in arriving at 
the criteria and procedurea proposed In this report 

f   The specific requirements imposed by the Amtrak Act of I97S 

f   Those facets of Amtrak'e miaelon that guided the final seli^cliun of 
criteria. 

* - In this report,  the Board will use the term "routes and services" to 
refer jointly to the established course of travel the train follows and to 
the package of services Amtrak provides over the course of travel.   The 
i-rit^rl.  ^t^f] pyf|>-.»rf»r«*«  described in this   r>p»i-*  w>^rt»in tn H^cUinn^  to 
add routes u/hirh nr«>vimi»iv i»ri»»ri ani/ *t>rvicf. or jn fliiirnntimir a rraitB* 
The  RiiTrf wntilfi  not   nt-emnnMriXv •••»  th^m^  criteria  and  procedures   £&£. 
making mutin*. »grvicf> change. r«-- c.     frenuencv rhaneesl which would 
retain some service over a route; the Board has held that responsibility 
since Amtrak's eatablishment. and the responsibility was not changed by 
the 1975 Act. 

•• - The criteria and procedures included in this report can be applied to all 
of Amtrak's routes and services,  importantly including the Northea«t 
Corridor, 

34-414 0- 78- 7 
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Mr. RooNEY. If you get this additional $56.5 million are you going 
to reinstate all the routes that you have suggested he curtailed? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Substantially all, Mr. Chairman. There would be a 
few runs that clearly should have l^een adjusted anyway. One I am 
thinking of carried 11 people, on the New Haven-to-Springfiekl line. 
With a resclieduling we can accommodate everyone safely. There 
would be very few of those. Substantially all of the service would be 
restored. 

In approving the service reductions we followed this philosophy 
because I do use the board of directors on all policy matters—I work 
for them and I have involved them deeply in this type of situation. 
Any scheduled frequencies that management had, in my tenure of 21^ 
years, adjusted, that is, added or reduced, such as the Palmetto, man- 
agement made that sort of decision, and we did it again. If it were a 
new service reduction—the Montana service being an example—I 
presented that to the board and asked them to vote on it. In the board 
deliberation on the Montana service there was clearly stated our con- 
cern tliat the delivery of the new cars for western service—the bilevel 
cars from the Pullman Company—that these new cars would not have 
arrived by the time of severe winter weather, and we were both try- 
ing to save money and also insure a reliable service up in that cold 
climate. We use steam-heated care up there at tlie present time. Last 
winter 300 of those froze up during severe weather. It is snowing al- 
ready in the Twin Cities. We have a wintry railroad up there. 

Now the board voted, and we can provide you for the record, if 
you would like those details on all the specific frequency changes that 
management liad never involved themselves in before. 

There was one additional vote and that was on a train that Con- 
gressman Pickle is interested in. Management had increased that 
train to a daily service to see if it would do better. This is the Inter- 
American that runs from Ciiicago to St. Louis through Dallas and 
Fort Worth to I.,are(lo, Tex. The board actually took a vote, it was 
very close, 3 to 2, in favor of inducing that frequency. That also was 
done September 8. I came close to being overruled. Had the railroad 
members of the board been allowed to vote the train would be run- 
ning daily today, but they were disqualified because this was a rail- 
I'oad operating matter and they could not vote on it. So, you can see 
how divided the board is. 

Mr. R(X)NEY. How did you vote on it ? 
Mr. REISTRUP. TO reduce it, l)ecause it actually handled fewer peo- 

ple on a daily basis—fewer passenger miles—than it did running 3 
days a week. It is unexplainable. 

Mr. RooNEY. I thought you told me tiiat management was the one 
that put the train on full time and yet you voted to reduce it. 

Mr. REISTRITP. We felt we would do much better than that and we 
guessed wrong. It was a marketing experiment and we guessed wrong. 

I hoi)e this explains to you how this process works. We tried to do 
the best we could do in the time allotted us. We would be in the situa- 
tion, if we took no action, of actually s])ending beyond our means at 
a deficiency i-ate. I am not going to do that. We actually were comply- 
ing with the appropriations language, in the spirit and the letter of 
the law. 



93 

Now we have several trains that arc in the route criteria process. As 
Mr. Gallamore mentioned yestei-day, one of them lias been restruc- 
tured, and the loss has been cut by about half. That is a train that runs 
from here out into West Virginia and on to Kentucky. 

The big train now in the process, and it is our worst loser, is under- 
going a series of hearings right at this moment. The train is called the 
Flondian. It nins from Chicago and sort of meanders around the 
south in a circuitous way and ends up in Miami and St. Petersburg. It 
has been detoui-ed twice because of track conditions on the former 
Penn Central in Indiana. It does not serve Indianapolis as it should. It 
really is an unsatisfactory route as it now exists. The hearing process 
is considering not only total elimination but also the possibility of re- 
routing it through the population center of Athmta, which would 
really be, in my opinion, the only hope for the train. If it can't go 
through Atlanta, in my opinion, it should not nm. 

There are additional trains that are in the route criteria process. 
There are five tasks in this process and many of them ai"e in this third 
task, which is to try to improve the service short of making the social 
and environmental judgments and considering discontinuance or re- 
routing. The improvement could include re-equipping, rescheduling, 
promoting it better, and all sorts of things like that. 

Those trains that are being evaluated under the process in ac- 
celerated fashion I think should be pi-ovided for this committee and 
we will do that. We have a list of them and I won't take the time to 
go into it in detail. 

Mr. RooNET. Without objection. 
[The following letter and attachment were received for the record:] 
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NMIonal lUiKoMPM»<IO«Coniofrtion.9961'EnlMlPttMNorth.S.W.. WMliUiotoo.DC. JOOM 

November  9,   1977 

Afntnik 

Dear Congressmem: 

The Appropriations Conferees have acted on flmtrak's 
request for supplemental funding to forestall further cuts in 
passenger train service.  Our request was for $56.5 million in 
additional support for fiscal year 1978, which would have 
permitted all scheduled trains to continue in operation through- 
out the fiscal year, including those which have already had 
frequencies of service reduced. 

The Conferees agreed on $8 million in supplemental 
funding, and the conference report instructs Amtrak to continue 
service or restore those frequency cuts programmed for October 
30, while permitting earlier service reductions that went into 
effect in September to stand.  The report also directs Amtrak 
to make no more service frequency reductions, but to accelerate 
the evaluation of whole routes under the congressionally approved 
Route emd Service Criteria so that routes can be eliminated or 
"restructured", thus yielding the savings required to stay 
within the amounts appropriated for the fiscal year.  The report 
rules out any further supplemental funding. 

The Route and Service Criteria and Procedures is a 
multi-step formal process for evaluating routes first on econom- 
ics, exploring possible service improvements for possible effect 
on future economics, and, finally, on social and environmental 
grounds.  The final step if all tests fail can be the complete 
elimination of a route or routes.  Public hearings are desirable 
but not mandatory, and, if the process is to be accelerated, 
will not be possible.  The full process without public hearings 
will take an estimated six months to complete.  Authority for 
decisions under the procedures is vested exclusively in the 
Amtrak Board of Directors. 

One route—the first that has been put under the 
procedures—has almost reached the end of the process, and 
discontinuance has now been recommended to the Board by Amtrak 
management.  This is the Floridian route, between Chicago and 
both coasts of Florida, via Nashville, Birmingham and Montgomery. 
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In order to comply with the requirement to reduce 
funding needs, other routes are now being considered for 
elimination or restructuring under the criteria.  Because it 
will take us approximately half way into the fiscal year, 
savings will have to be such that approximately S30 million 
will be eliminated from net operating costs for the months 
remaining in the fiscal year after the services stop.  Accord- 
ingly, services costing approximately $60 million to $65 
million on an annual basis must be selected for discontinuance. 

In addition to the Floridian route already mentioned, 
the following other routes are being formally examined and are 
subject to discontinuance: 

National Limited between Washington and New York City 
and Kansas City via Pittsburgh, Indianapolis and St. Louis. 

The Lone Star between Chicago and Houston via Kansas 
City, Oklahoma City and Fort Worth and Dallas. (Dallas is served 
by a short connecting route, which would also be discontinued.) 

The Lake Shore between Boston (and New York City) and 
Chicago via Albany, Buffalo, Erie, Cleveland and Toledo. 

Seattle-Portland local service. 

The San Joaquin between Oakland and Bakersfleld via 
Fresno and Stockton. 

The following routes are also Included, but grouped 
together for purposes of analysis: 

The Empire Builder and North Coast Hiawatha—two routes 
between Chicago and Seattle via Minneapolis.  The Empire Builder, 
which is operated over what is sometimes called the "northern 
route," runs between Minneapolis and Seattle via Grand Forks, 
Havre, Spokane and Yakima.  The North Coast Hiawatha operates 
via Bismarck, Billings, Butte, Spokane and Wenatchee.  These 
two routes could be consolidated into one, operating over either 
the northern or southern routes, or both routes could be dis- 
continued . 

San Francisco Zephyr, the Southwest Limited, and the 
Pioneer.  The Zephyr operates between Chicago and Oakland via 
Denver and Ogden.  The Southwest Limited operates between Chicago 
and Los Angeles via Kansas City, Albuquerque and Flagstaff.  The 
Pioneer operates between Salt Lake City and Seattle via Ogden 
(where connections can be made with the Zephyr service), 
Pocatello, Boise and Pendleton.  Between Portland and Seattle 
the Pioneer operates as part of the Portland-Seattle local service 
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mentioned above.  Preliminary indicates are that these three 
routes could be combined into a single route between Chicago 
and Ogden, with the routes splitting at Ogden emd proceeding 
from there to serve Los Angeles, Oakland, and Portland-Seattle, 
the present three endpoints. 

We wish to stress that if we were not to take these 
cost-saving actions—and the process must be initiated 
immediately—then Aratrak would face a severe funding crisis in 
July or August of next year.  At that time, if the requisite 
savings have not been programmed, the only remaining option 
would be to shut down the entire system, including Northeast 
Corridor operations in their entirety. 

Sincerely, 

tuce Pike 
Vice President 
Government A£fai::s 
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Mr. REISTRUP. My quarrel with the situation that we are faced with 
today is that we find that accountants, including 0MB, are writing 
national transportation policy. This side of Congress, the authoriz- 
ing conunittee, is telling us to run more ser\ice, better service, serve 
the public, and yet we are not provided with the funds authorized. We 
cannot keep running up bills without the ability to pay them and 
that is why we took the action we did to make the immediate savings. 

We did not play favorites on routes. My count is that 360 congres- 
sional districts were affected by this series of reductions that have 
already gone in and those that are proposed to go in on October 30. If 
there is not some additional funding coining forth there will have to be 
some further cuts. We will not only use the ix)ute criteria process, 
which requires my Board to act—I can only do what they say, the 
Board has the authority for the route criteria process—but there also 
will be additional frequency reductions, and I think that the next 
round will go beyond the point of prudence and will actually in many 
cases be counter-productive. We will actually be losing a lot of reve- 
nue in those cases, for example, by losing mail contracts. 

I think I would like to dwell on that for a moment. Our mail busi- 
ness has grown rapidly. We have a very fine man in charge of it. He 
runs a one-man band. He does it, basically, himself. He has built the 
business up to $10 million on an annual basis. One reduction of fre- 
quency to the West Coast, for example, to three times a week would 
lose a quarter of that mail, which would be equal to all the 2-21 revenue 
that he has been able to increase in the past year. 

Something that I would like to point out is that in spite of the sup- 
port, this committee has given us, we have not received the capital to 
replace the older equipment on our heavily traveled routes that have 
the tunnel restrictions, mainly in the eastern United States. Our lat- 
est analysis of our complaints shows that we have thi-ee times the com- 
plaiM ratio on the trains with this ancient equipment than we do 
on the new. It is roughly 30 per 10,000 riders on the old and it is 10 
per 10,000 riders on the new equipment. 

We have found that the new equipment does increase ridership but 
frequency is more important than that. The most impoi-tant thing is 
frequency of service, the availability of it, but the new equipment does 
give us a one-time increase in ridership of roughly 25 pei'cent. We have 
found this in spreading the Amfleet over the United States. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Reistrup, could you in any way respond to the 
ICC report yesterday that complamts had gone up, I think it was, 
13,000 over 8,000 in the preceding 12 months. What would you attrib- 
ute it to? 

Mr. REISTRUP. I would attribute it to several things. One is what 
Chairman O'Neal mentioned, the cold winter and the fact that our 
trains were running very eratically during that i>eriod of time, Decem- 
ber, January, February, March. That was worsened by the fact that 
we had a series of derailments in which a locomotive was suspect. 
Finally, arbitrarily I took it upon myself, as a safety measure, to 
order a slowdown of the trains. One railroad had done it previously 
but I actually did it all over the United States, and then railroad by 
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railroad we analyzed the speed at which the locomotive should operate 
and then we published the lengthened schedules. Before that, we had 
trains that wei-e running 8, 12 hours late. The worse I heard of— 
somebody thought the train was ahead of time and it was actually 
23 hours, 55 minutes late. This was the National Limited. It was just 
a terrible period of time. 

I will tell you something. We saved lives and that is the sort of 
responsibility that I will take, and we took the safe action. Those 
trains have been rescheduled and therefore our ontime complaints 
have dropped recently. We are rumiing right now on our western 
service roughly 80 percent or 83 percent on time. 

Now the other is the temperature control. That is the greatest num- 
ber of complaints we have. These are on the older cars basically and 
the Metroliners, which have a very unreliable heating and air-condi- 
tioning system. 

Another concern I would like to point out. As I ride around the 
country, and I have now covered roughly 70,000 miles on Amtrak, 
my latest count—I have one gap that I have not ridden and that is 
from Nampa, Idaho, that is up north of Boise, to Portland, that little 
strip—everything else in this countrj' I iiave ridden and much of it 
many times—I have found an improvement in many categories of our 
services, and I think the attitudes of the people arc generally good. 
We are trying to weed out those who don't have the attitudes that are 
necessary to serve the public. We are also trying to train all of our 
people better. I have found equipment failures. In fact on my last 
sleeper trip I rode in a car tliat had no air-conditioning—the public 
on the train couldn't believe I would ride in it but I did—lietween 
Denver and Omaha. It is a little bit like a camp out on a hot night but 
I have experienced this, myself. I am not sitting in the office and not 
seeing what these people are subjected to. I did not file a complaint 
on that trip, by the way. 

Mr. RODNEY. Mr. Reistrup, I would admonish you now—.you have 
traveled 70,000 miles, you know the problems of Amtrak—I would 
admonish you now to stay in Washington and tend the store because 
that seems to be where the problems are. 

Mr. REISTRITP. Well, I try to do both, Mr. Cliairman, and I mix it 
up. I try to travel once a montli and then I do a flurry of it. I have 
to get out and see the troops. I think personal leadership has jjlayed a 
great part in it. My own staff feels that more time is needed at head- 
quarters. 

My challenge is that I don't really have the deputies to help me in 
the operating side of the business. I have been unable to attract them 
to come to join me at Amtrak. 

Mr. RooNEY. What seems to be the problem in attracting good 
people ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Their attitude about Amtrak, the fact of hearings 
such as this, in the public arena—it is different from a private enter- 
prise—and the money. I would say that j)eople will do things even 
that aren't so pleasant for money but they won't take on this sort of 
thing with this public exposure, risking their careers—the kind I am 
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after are in midcareer—risking falling flat on their face for the kind 
of money that we are autlionzed to pay them. This is part of my 
reason for spending as much time as I do out on the line. 

I want to ask that this committee, since we have just sent the 5-year 
plan up and I would assume that this will be part of the hearings 
for the next fiscal year, but I do believe that the 5-year plan should 
be made a part of this record, because we do present to the Congress 
and the administration what we feel is needed to run this thing right. 

[The material referred to is in the subcommittee files.] 
Mr. REISTRUP. I would hope personally that as we move forward we 

can rationalize the Amtrak system. I think that the route criteria 
process as we have used it in the past is too slow on a train-by-train 
basis. I think we ought to regionalize it. We have a program before our 
Board of Directors for doing this. We would hope in the next 4 to 6 
months to really leap forward in this way and try to get more bang for 
the buck. 

A real concera of mine, and I think this committee should be aware 
of it, is that we have two vacancies on our Board of Directors today. 
We have had them for over a year. There are times that we can barely 
get a quorum to do business. There is only one Presidential Appointee 
on the board whose term has not expired. We have a lameduck Board 
of Directors. We are very much in need of having the President of 
the United States appoint this Board and get them confirmed. Some 
of my Board members have actually filled their sciiedules, their calen- 
dars, so that there are conflicts, assuming they would not be on the 
Board. They have been informed, by the way, that they would not 
be reappointed, all but one, and there are conflicts now. It is very 
difficult to do business, particularly in this route-criteria field, with a 
lameduck Board. 

Mr. FLORIO. TO what extent would you say that that has caused diffi- 
culties in making management decisions? 

Mr. REISTRUP. I would say it has become extremely significant dur- 
ing the last few months, particularly in this budgetary situation we 
are in. I, in effect, am supposed to be getting, the route criteria deci- 
sions from the Board and tiie Board is totally undermined. This is 
about the time they were told they would not be reappointed. Any- 
thing you can do to help us—and I have tried personally, short of 
talking to President Carter, myself—by urging tliat these appoint- 
ments get expedited, would be welcomed. If it is not done before 
Congress adjourns, we will go until January in this situation. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Reistrup, I have a list of the Board of Directors. 
Perhaps for the record if you could provide us with the information 
as to who is who and whose appointments have expired, that will be 
helpful. 

Mr. REISTRUP. Yes. Mr. Dunlop is the onh' one whose term has not 
expired. His expires July 1978. We will provide that for the record. 

[The following information was received for the record:] 
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BOABD OF DIBECTOB8—NATIONAI. RAHKOAD PABSENOEB COBPORATION 

•• Dean Donald P. Jacobs (Chairman), Graduate School of Management, North- 
western University, 2001 Sheridan Road, Evanston, Illinois 60201. 

•* Mrs. Benjamin T. Head  (Vice Chairman), 808 Riverside Drive, Newport 
News, Virginia 23606. 

Tl^e Honorable Brock Adams, Secretary of Transportation, Department of 
Transportation, 400 Seventh St., S.W., oom 10200, Washington, D.C. 20590. 

The Honorable John M. Sulllvon (Alternate), Administrator, Federal Rail- 
road Administration, Department of Transportation, 400 Seventh St., S.W., 
Room 5424, Washington, D.C. 20590. 

** Gen. F. S. Besson, Jr. (Bet.), 1313 Kingston Avenue, Alexandria, Va. 22302. 
Norman M. Lorentzsen, President, Burlington Northern Inc., 176 East Fifth 

Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101. 
••• Mr. Robert G. Dunlop, 1062 Rock Creek Road, Bryn Mawr, Pa. 19010. 

Jervis Langdon, Jr., Esq., Alston, Miller & Gaines, Suite 1000, 1800 M St, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036. 

• Mr. Charles Luna, London House No. 305, 1001 Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, 
Va. 22209. 

• Mr. Joseph V. MacDonald, Apartment 214, 5306 North Pueblo Avenue, Chi- 
cago, Illinois 60656. 

Mr. Paul H. Relstrup, President and Chief Executive Officer, National Bail- 
road Passenger Corporation, 955 L'Enfant Plaza North, S.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20024. 

Mr. William J. Qulnn, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Chicago, Mil- 
waukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad Company, 874 Union Station Bldg., 
Chicago, Illinois 60606. 

(Two Vacancies) (Both Terms expire July 19,1978) 

Mr. REISTRCP. I would like to summarize if I may what I feel are 
the basic five points. 

We have the 5-year plan before you. It is a moderately expansionary 
plan. I think this committee should address it. 

Second, I have mentioned the need to rationalize the system to try 
to do a better job with our route structure and with the money that 
is provided us, not only by Congress but by the passengers. 

Third, the whole budget structure should be strengthened so that 
we are not told to operate more than we have the wherewithal to do. 

Fourth, I have mentioned the Board problem. I think that is prob- 
ably one of the most important things that could be done to help us. 

Fifth, I would hope that we could get a continuity of funding, once 
it is determined what Amtrak should be, and I don't quarrel with 
that. I think you and the administration ought to decide. With that 
continuity, then the type of management will be easier to attract. This 
is like a revolving door today, and a couple times a year we don't really 
know what is going to happen, and that is not the type of situation 
that bright people in the railroad business are attracted to. 

I would like to close by quoting myself, and this comes from our 
own minutes of the Board of Directors, and it appeared in the press. 
Our board meetings are in the sunshine, by the way, except for per- 
sonnel matters. I said, "If this country wants intercity passenger 
rail service as a viable travel option for its citizens, then its funding 
level should permit such a system to be developed and operated prop- 
erly. If we don't want to build and support a properly operated system, 
then maybe we should eliminate it entirely." Mr. Chairman, thank 
you very much. 

FTestimony resumes on p. 120.] 
[Mr. Reistrup's prepared statement follows:] 

•Term Expired July 19. 1976. 
•• Term Expired July 19, 1977. 
*•• Term expires July 19,1978. 
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SIATHffiNI OF PAUL H. REISTRUP, PRESIIffiNr,  NMIDNU. 
RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION (AKTBAK) 

Mr.  Chaiman;   Members of thf; Conmiittte: 

Not long ago, Mr. Chairman, you and I had an exchange of 

correspondence in which we both agreed that the time had come 

for a long look at Aretrak in perspective—at the problems, 

the progress, and the future of our national rail passenger system. 

This committee has always been the friend of intercity passenger 

train service. You have taken us at our word when we have 

brought you our estimated funding requirements.  You have 

supported capital improvements for our equipment fleet and 

for stations and maintenance shops and even some track 

improvements.  You have helped us become a real operating 

railroad in the Northeast Corridor between Washington and 

Boston.  You have supported a major improvement progr«un for 

this corridor and expressed support for other improvements 

nationally. 

Amtrak in turn has always tried to be absolutely honest and 

responsible with this committee and the Congress.  He have not 

played the Washington game of coming before Congress with 

inflated requests for operating funds or unrealistic requests 

for capital-improvements grants.  In our estimates of needs we 

have always tried to tell it like it is.  Reductions in 

funding mean reductions in service.  And reduced capital 

funding means continued and worsening problems with unreliable 

equipment, depressing and unsafe stations, and higher costs. 

Let's look at the record. In 1971 Amtrak took over a 

dying business. Not counting the 61-car Metrollner fleet, 

only a handful of the passenger cars then in use were newer 
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than 20 years old.  The equipment  supply industry hpd 

disintegrated.  Stations and other passenger facilities 

were crumbling. The major railroads in the Northeast, 

over whose facilities we were to operate, were bankrupt 

or on the edge of bankruptcy, and other lines in the Midwest 

were in trouble.  Efforts by the railroads to actually coniDete 

with other modes for passengers had with verv few exceptions 

ceased years before. Morale in the passenger service was at 

rock bottom.  Management talent was going elsewhere and among 

the ranks of hourly employees there was no infusion of younger 

personnel. The old timers just kept getting older. I thank 

heavens today that some of these older employees are still 

with us.  But out riding the trains—and I have ridden 

70,000 miles on Amtrak in the past 30 months—one is Btruck 

today by fact that we have, in management and in the ranks, 

a sizable group of men and women with invaluable 

experience but all very near retirement age, and a larger 

group of very young employees, full of enthusiasm or at least 

hope, but lacking that one aualiflcation—experience— that 

only time can bring.  Out on the railroad today we have a 

whole missing generation, and this is just one price we 

are paying for coming so late to the rescue of our national 

rail passenger service. 

By 1970, Congress was well ahead of the Administration 

in realizing that action was overdue if the trains were to 

be saved.  I was just recently rereading a letter, 

dated, February 18, 1970, frcm the Department ofTrans- 

portatlon to the White Doupe, calllna attention to 
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the problem and asking Hhite Bouse support for a legislative 

approach for something called 'Railpax", which, with the guidance 

And support of Congress, later actually became Amtrak. 

In the letter, a combined public-private approach was 

suggested, and a corporation was to be formed, capitalized 

by the railraods, which would be relieved of the responsibility 

for operating the trains.  The railroads' share was to be 

approximately the amount of one year's losses.  "The Federal 

financial role," the letter continues "would 

be limited to providing the corporation with $40 million in 

cash plus an additional $60 million in standby loan guarantees 

for equipment purchases.* 

"With this initial capital," the letter continued, "Railpax 

should be able to establish modern, relatively high speed service 

that would emulate the Metroliners in the most promising 

corridors.  All other routes would be equipped with completely 

rebuilt cars.  Trains would be operated in corridors and 

long-haul routes serving more than 40 states and all regions 

of the country.  It is expected that the corporation would 

experience financial losses for about 3 years and then become 

a self-sustaining enterprise." 

It is well to remember that in 1970 the railroads were 

losing approximately one half a billion dollars annually in 

operating intercity passenger service, and this is in 1970 

dollars.  My purpose in cicing those early expectations is 

not to second-guess those who had to struggle with the problem 

of finding and then "selling" a solution to the passenger 

trains problem.  It is only to give perspective.  Many in the 
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Congress who were here In 1970 didn't think that $ 40 millipn 

was going to do It, and many of you said so.  But that was 

ABtrak's birthright: $40 million in operating funds and the 

responsibility for finding a national solution to a business 

that had fallen apart for a whole generation and was losing a 

half-a-billion a year in operating losses. 

Bow has Amtrak done since then, in a business that does 

not make a profit in any country of the world? Since 1971, 

Amtrak has been given slightly over $2 billion in federal operating 

support—that's an average of $344 million a year. (That's 

also averaging-in the cumulative inflation since 1971.) 

For capital improvements we have been given $1.2 billion—or 

$206 million a year.  I think it is important to point out 

that Amtrak funding has never exceeded 1.4 percent of the nation's 

transportation budget. 

I should also note that since 1971 we have added routes 

or trains in California, Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Utah, Georgia, 

Nevada, Wyoming, Montana, Colorado, North Carolina, North Dakota, 

Minnesota, Texas, Arkansas, Iowa, Missouri, Illinois, Michigan, 

Kentucky, Indiana, West Virginia, Ohio, New York, Maryland, Wisconsin, 

Virginia, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Delaware, Connecticut, South 

Carolina, Massachusetts, and Vermont.  That's 34 states.  We have also 

added Amtrak service in the Canadian provinces of Quebec, 

Ontario, and British Columbia.  Some of these added routes 

or trains were put on with state funding support, but even 

these have increased our deficit. 

Amtrak has said that we will operate trains and routes 

as we are instructed to by law, subject only that the funding 

34-414 O -78-8 
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be piusvided.  Me have also said %re should be operating more 

trains, not fewer.  Members of this committee have also 

favored more service.  In too many markets we hardly are 

there at all, because the trains go through at the wrong times. 

If trains are going to operate on overnight runs, that means 

some places get 3 a.m. service.  More trains also spread 

the fixed costs.  We should have agents at our stations, but 

paying agents to handle only two trains a day—or even fewer— 

simply isn't economical.  And the large overhead items tend 

to continue regardless of the number of trains running. 

I have said before and I repeat here that it is my 

conclusion that we should not be operating service on any 

route on less than daily frequencies, and I think two times a 

day in each direction is even better.  I might add that I 

can support an amendment requiring experimental trains to 

operate on at least a daily basis, but again, only if the 

funding is provided.  In any "corridor," I do not think we 

should be operating fewer than three services a day each way, 

and I think the optimum is about five roundtrips daily. 

And yet here we are today, causing problems for ourselves 

as well as for members of congress who are expected to represent 

their constituents as well as the national interest, cutting 

frequencies all across the country to less-than-daily service, 

and thinking about the possibility that some routes may have 

to be cut back to one trip a week. What has happened? 

Very simply, we are now being told to operate about 

20 percent more service than we are given the dollars for. 

Just so there is absolutely no confusion about this let me say 

clearly that I cannot regard this as Congress' fault and 
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particularly It is not this coratnittee's fault.  This committee 

supported our full funding request, as did the Congress as a 

whole in enacting our authorization.  The new budget cotnmittees 

also have supported full funding for Antrak service, and, 

•gain, the Congress has ratified this support in enacting its 

own budget ceilings.  The appropriations committees have 

come up short, but they have been following the Administration's 

lead.  There is great resistance in the appropriations process 

to approving 'unbudgeted' funds. 

The box score for fiscal year 1978 runs as follows: 

Our initial estimate for operating needs requiring federal 

funding was for $534.1 million.  This was within the 

$545 million authorization already on the books.  The one 

factor most difficult to predict more than 18 months in 

advance, which is when the first cut for the budget must be 

made, is of course inflation.  He have a better fix on the cost 

factors now, and our current figures indicate that we will 

need the full $545 million authorized to get through 

PY 1978 without cutting any service.  (There are some trains 

that should be cut anyway.  We should always have the ability 

to make incremental service adjustments based on 

actual patronage on the trains.) 

But the Administration, by not supporting our request, 

effectively supported the alternative, which is the elimi- 

nation of trains.  The Ford Budget allowed $490 million. 

It is worth noting that the Office of Management and 

Budget only recommended $456 million.  The Carter amendments 

to the Ford Budget increased the amount for operating subsidy 

to $500 million.  The final appropriation approval was for 

$488.5 million.  Our capital request was 
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reduced from a requested $316 •lllion to $108 million. 

At each point when an amount less than our request for' 

operating ftinds was contemplated, we advised that reduced 

funding would mean the elimination of service.  Our hope was 

to apply the Route and Service Criteria, which was approved 

by this conmittee.  And the reports of the House Appropriations 

Committee, the Senate Appropriations Committee and the 

report of the Conference of Managers each specified that we 

were to live within the approved amounts by reducing service, 

stressing the fact that we had the approved criteria and 

procedures to rely upon for reducing service. 

It must be noted, however, that the route and service 

criteria and procedures were not designed to be a budget- 

cutting mechanism.  The procedures are biased heavily toward 

taking every possible step to improve a route's performance 

before it is decided that a route cannot be saved and should 

be eliminated.  The procedures themselves are lengthy inA  involve 

complex comparative analyses of possible alternatives or changes 

in a route or service, the receipt of public comment and 

suggestions, and a considerable amount of formal "due process* 

before a service can be removed. 

By way of an example, the route furthest along in the 

procedures now is that of the Floridian trains,  between Chicago 

and Florida.  If there ever was a route that was destined 

to be in difficulty, it is this one—it wanders all over the 

map and over some very dubious track before it gets to 

Florida.  It never did get to Atlanta, as the Amtrak 

Incorporators intended—the route as it was originally 

started was in effect on a detour from day one.  It no longer 

even goes through Indianapolis—which is the loss of another 
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iBportant aarket—becanse of bad track In Indiana.  It 

is now on its fourth detour in Indiana.  Much of the line 

it's on In the South doesn't even have any signals.  Yet the 

Floridian's review under the procedures, which began in March 

of this year, just yesterday went into the public-hearing 

phase.  Even if the final outcome of the process is 

outright discontinuance—and in no way would it be proper 

to assume that discontinuance will be the outcoiBe~lt 

would be months before the trains could stop. This would 

take us well into the current fiscal year, and the savings 

could only be gained for those months remaining after 

the trains stop. 

I think this is a very Importeuit point.  He %rere told 

to use the criteria and procedures to take trains off and thus 

live within the approved funding, yet the criteria and proce- 

dures were not designed for killing services. They were 

designed to rationalize services and routes, and they were 

designed to be applied carefully and constructively.  I 

believe it would be contrary to the spirit of the procedures 

for Amtrak to assume in advance that the final outcome 

would be the complete elimination of routes. He have to use 

the process honestly to determine the best balance between 

the public's needs and the costs.  Me have to first explore 

possible changes and service improvements before finding 

that there is no way a route can be saved. This is all 

written In the rules.  It is not a budget-cutting device. 

Yet what we have now stands policymaking on Its head. 

The budget process is now driving the public policy decisions. 
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OHB and DOT axe telliiig ns titat the deficit aoat not only be 

contained, it vast be reduced. We are telling them and tailing 

you that this means fewer trains and fewer routes. Me are 

being told to conform anyway.  The last official statement of 

the Congress on the matter is contained in the most-recent 

appropriations legislation and in the legislative history. 

Congress has spoken. 0MB and DOT now do not even support 

the $500 million for operations that is in the Administration's 

budget. Accountants are writing national transportation policy. 

The Amtrak Board and management must be financially 

responsible.  We cannot keep running up bills without the 

ability to pay them. Ordered, in effect, to shrink the 

system, we have had to look first for places where we could 

make immediate savings.  Because of the uncertainty of the 

outcome of the criteria and procedures, and the long lead 

times before any savings could be realised by eliminating or 

restructuring routes under the procedures, it was necessary 

for management to look for ways we would achieve immediate 

savings without- going through the formal procedures. Ns 

looked first at routes with more than one train to see if 

trains could be dropped. And we looked at single-train 

routes to see what savings could be achieved by cutting back 

from dally service.  In every case we did it by the numbers; 

we didn't play any favorites. What governed us were our best 

estimates on true avoidable costs, less revenues. 

In our first round of freqtiency reductions, we made 

service changes calculated to save some $23 million in 

deficits.  In our second round of cuts, which is now underway, 

we are looking for another $27 million in savings. These 

savings do not address the problem of financing increased 

inflation that is currently estimated at about $11 million. 
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we are also getting undeiway in applying the criteria and 

procedures to see what can possibly be saved during the fiscal 

year. We are assuming that the criteria process Will take 

•Ix aonths at a mlnimuin so this Increases the problen of 

making savings that are effective in FY 1978. This also 

assumes that there will not be time for public hearings. 

We are assuming that the procedures will result in the 

complete discontinuance of at least one route, plus the radical 

restructuring of five or six other routes, which may mean 

consolidations of two or more routes over long distances, 

or the truncation of routes. 

In effect, these would amount to partial route dis- 

continuances.  For example, we are looking at combining 

the San Francisco Zephyr trains with the Southwest Limited 

trains as far west as Ogden, and running a rerouted Southwest 

Limited service via Ogden and then south to I,os Angeles 

from there.  This would be tantamount to discontinuing the 

entire Southwest Limited route except for the endpolnts 

of Chicago and Los Angeles.  One area, between Ogden and 

Los Angeles, would gain new service. 

I think I should add that, because of the revenues, 

the Amtrak structure Is leveraged against achieving savings by 

cutting service.  The first million in savings can be found 

without inconveniencing really large numbers of passengers, 

but to find the twentieth or thirtieth million in savings 

the cuts in service have to go very deep. We have to cut a 

lot to save a little, because we are also cutting revenues. 

Eliminating whole routes is more efficient because stations and 

maintenance facilities can be closed euid more of the fixed 
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costs reduced.  Hot this approach requires the ose of the 

criteria and procedures. And I have  to say that Baking the 

required cuts by eliminating routes is going to Bake it 

very hard to keep the systea national in any true sense of 

the word.  I think if this is the government's intent then 

our basic law should be changed. 

Xf we are going to take a long look at Amtrak, and I 

think we should, then I think we should start by looking at 

the positives.  In six years we have learned some important 

things.  One is that the American public will ride the trains 

and pay competitive fares to do so.  The public will return 

to the trains as service is improved both in quantity and 

quality.  The quantity has been lacking overall but we have 

been able to measure the gains from service increases on 

selected routes.  Increased train frequencies have the highest 

correlation to increased ridershlp and revenues. 

Quality of service depends heavily on quality of equipment. 

Good equipment means reliable operation, which means better 

morale among crews and passengers alike.  Things will still 

go wrong even with new equipment but the rate goes way down 

and the ability to cope with problems goes way up.  This 

we have learned with the Amfleet.  Nationally, our complaint 

ratios are still too high, but wherever we have replaced the 

old equipment with the new, including the new Turboliners, 

complaints are way down. 

Nhat's keeping the overall rate too high is the continued 

use of the old equipment on the long-distance routes. Me've 

now got the worst equipment on the routes with the longest 

customer exposure and the highest fares.  Most of these cars 

were worn out before Amtrak even got started. We've put a 
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lot of Boney into aost of thaa. Ibey have kept on  alive, 

barely, and at heavy cost, and they juat aren't worth further 

investment. 

More new equlpoent—the first for the long-dist«u>ce 

trains—is almost in hand. Right now, though, the 

Pnllaan Standard plant is on strike, so we're not sure iriien 

we are going to get out first bi-level "Superliner* train 

in revenue service. It will be early or mid-winter, 

assuming the strike is settled soon. 

Let's look at how long this new equipment has been in the 

pipeline. Ne're six and one-half years old. Amtrak's first 

management felt it bad to wait the first two years, which 

was sort of an "experimental' period, before it could be sure 

Amtrak was here to stay.  Design work had been going on, 

but orders for the Amfleet type of equipeient were not placed 

until well into the third year. It was not until this past 

summer that we had this fleet fully delivered and deployed in 

revenue service. 

Lead times on the new Superliner equipment have been 

similar.  These cars are 'newer" than the Amfleet in terms of 

design and tooling. Although they resemble the high-level 

cars developed earlier by the Santa Fe, they are really of 

an all-new design.  The Amfleet design, by comparison, borrowed 

heavily from the Metrollner design.  The Superliners have been 

in the procurement pipeline for three years.  Funding authorisa- 

tion was considered by this ccnmittee as long as four years 

ago. These lead times are a fact of life. It takes time. 

You can't take an industry that had been dead for 20 years 

and bring it back to life overnight. We have had six years— 

really four, because for the first two years Amtrak was 
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in s holding pattern—and the results are only now appearing. 

And I think I should add that there is one thing essential 

to the whole enterprise that isn't really even in the pipeline 

yet, although a small beginning is being made.  I refer to 

track.  Track is basic.  You can't run trains without it.  It 

is the name of the whole game—a rail road.  Except for 

one small piece in eastern Oregon, I have been over every mile 

of the Amtrak system.  Bad as our problems are with the old 

equipment, I have to say that our biggest physical problem— 

and the problem that is going to continue to plague us until 

something is done—is bad track.  Bad track is holding down 

speeds so we are not competitive with the highways, and the 

longer running times are ddding heavily to our costs of 

operation.  This nation needs to decide if it wants a decent 

railroad system as well as a passenger train ervice.  In 

my view the nation can no longer afford the Imbalance in the 

assistance given to other transportation modes. 

To summarize, I would say that the Amtrak system needs a 

number of things.  First, we need more funding, for capital 

improvements  as well as operating needs.  We have just issued 

our five-year pleui with funding requirements spelled out in 

detail for fiscal year 1979, and with projections for four 

years beyond that.  It is a moderately expansionary plan, but 

it is not as expansionary as we would really like. 

Second, the Amtrak route system does need to be rationalized. 

We have some routes in the wrong places.  Some pro-, 

mising markets are not optimally served as a result.  The 

routes through the thinnest population areas worsen oar 

overall ratios and make the whole system less efficient than 

it should be.  The whole route structure needs to be re-examined 

and this process is now underway.  He propose that Amtrak do 

this jointly with the Department of Transportation.  As appro- 
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priate, the route and sarvice criteria should b«> applied as it 

was originally intended, not as an emergency budget-cutting- 

mechanism. 

Third, the whole funding structure should be streamlined 

and strengthened, so that the top policymakers of the government 

are in charge of the policy, not lower-level budget analysts as is 

presently the case. As it is now, our requests go to DOT, 

which in turn goes to 0MB for the decisions. He are not 

dealing with the principals in the budget-making process. 

Policy is therefore being made in a way that I am sure no one 

on this committee intended. 

Fourth, we need the support or at least the direct 

attention of the highest levels of the government. Congress 

created a responsible Board of Directors to Insure that the 

public interest would be represented in the development of Amtrak 

policies. There have been unfilled vacancies on the Amtrak 

board for more than two years. We do not have a full board. 

At most meetings we do well to assemble a legal quorum. All 

but one of the Presidentially appointed members are now serving 

beyond their statutory terms. 

I have been calling attention to the need for fundamental 

policy guidance from tihe United States Government since my first 

weeks with Amtrak.  Our role needs to be defined, or redefined. 

He are not going to make a profit. Without funding the trains 

will not operate. What does the government, representing the 

people, want? The government must speak with one voice or the 

Batter Is going to be decided by default. 

Fifth, we need continuity of funding to permit continuity 
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sa-^-oBcot. dereloiacs^. W>rrhrr tie arc to iisve a larger oc- 

••allcr AmeraJc Sjrsran or one abotxt.  the aaae as it Is tedar, 

ABtrak's eiplsyees asd sana^coHsrE persomiel need to be able to 

plaa ee esli iinij a career in  the passesiTer serrxee.  The present 

'zmrrolTinq door'  cllsate is fnnrt^tnegtallT isj^rrioos to all oar 

efforts to iaprore serrice asd  bei-uae aore effIciest. This 

f tru tbat ve aeed stability ia OIK' fondxag so tbet «c cam at 

least stay abreast of iaflatloa.  Kl^bt aow ee bore a freeze 

oa birlag and proootloBS.  It will save sane •oae; is the 

short ran imt in tbe lofi9er rna it is couatet ^n ml JC ti.Te. 

There will alwajn be eaiployee tamaver and soas «t>o sboold, 

after a trial period, be separated.  Bot Amtraic is only ^oing 

to be as 900d as its people—its loag-ten, dedicated and coanitted 

employees. And every tiae oee of tbese is forced to leave 

because of budget cotbacks, tax dollars mx^  beiiK| vested. 

Tbe investment is lost. 

Bight now, oar nosdwr-ooe need is tbe funding we have 

requested.  If tbe systea Is to be shrank, it sboald be changed 

in response to a carefully considered plan developed cooperatively 

between tbe Administration and tbe Congress.  Tbe way we are 

going at it now is tbe wrong way.  A rational stody nay in 

fact reveal that growth is aore appropriate, as a aeans of 

reducing unit costs—costs per passenger served, or per 

passenger aile. 

Bat, either way, we will operate and do the best we can 

with tbe resources given as.  We have always said we would operate 

a systea coaaensurate with whatever funding is provided, trying 

always to aaxieize revenues and nininize costs.  But I would 

like to tell this conoitte^ the saae thing I told the Aatrak 

Board at our last aeeting—and these are ay exact words: 
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"If this country wants intercity passenger rail service 

as a viable travel option for its citizens, then its funding 

level should permit such a system to be developed and operated 

properly.  If we don't want to build and support a properly 

operated system, then maybe we should eliminate it entirely." 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I think that poses 

the real choice that must be made. 
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Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. I think it might be appropriate 
for me to go vote at this point. Mr. Rooney will be back in a few 
moments. 

Let me offer a gratuitous comment that may assist you in your rela- 
tions with the Congress in the future. The 5-year plan was released to 
the press 5 clays before anyone on the committee got it. I have yet to 
receive a copy. That is not the manner of operation that is most con- 
ducive to keeping friendly relations with the Congress. I suggest in 
the future it might be appropriate that tlie committees get these re- 
ports rather than have to, as I did yesterday, read about it in the 
Wall Street Journal. This is just a suggestion. 

Mr. REISTRUP. If it happened, it was not by intent. We hand them 
to four committees, both the Appropriations Committees and author- 
izing committees, and to the administration. 

Mr. FLORIO. It is not that important, but it is my understanding the 
committee received it the day before yesterday. The chairman has yet 
to receive it. 

Mr. REISTRUP. I think what we ought to do is perhaps have each 
member of the committee get it personally. We did it in the normal 
process. We will add that. Thank you. 

Mr. FLORIO. The committee will stand adjourned for 5 minutes. 
[Brief recess.] 
Mr. RooNET. The Chair will recognize my collegue from the great 

State of Tennessee, Congressman Gore. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT GORE, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE Hf 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 

Mr. GORE. Thank you for the opportunity to testify briefly, Mr. 
Chairman. I was pleased to learn that Amtrak had stated its intention 
to restore service. I think that we ought to put the blame for the cur- 
rent situation squarely where it belongs and that is in my opinion 
on the Congress. If we are going to have a good efficient Amtrak system, 
we are going to have to appropriate the money necessary to run it well. 
I am particularly interested in the Floridian. I hope that the route can 
be changed for the Floridian so that it can be routed through Atlanta 
where it will be an extremely profitable line. 

I think that the management of Amtrak needs more funds to work 
with. I think that the record of these hearings clearly demonstrates 
that. 

I would like to commend the subcommittee and you. Mr. Chairman, 
on your efforts to bring these problems to light. I would like to extend 
my remarks for the record. 

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you. I am sure Mr. Reistrup was very pleased to 
hear that statement. 

[The extension of remarks by Representative Gore follows:] 

SUPPLEMENTAL  STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT GORE, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS EROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 

I have studied AMTRAK's position In requesting this funding, and I believe 
the corporation will continue to improve services and cut the passenger/deflclt 
ratio. To d«>ny the request would ensure the elimination of several important. If 
currently unprofitable, passenger routes. That move would unquestionably signal 
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the beginning of the end for railway passenger service as a serious transportation 
mode for Americans. 

The FLORIDIAN route is a perfect example of this situation. AMTRAK is 
currently faced with the certain elimination of the route if supplemental funds 
are not forthcomiug. There is every reason to believe that continued funding 
would allow AMTRAK officials to reroute the service through the population 
centers of Indianapolis, Chattanooga, Atlanta, and Savannah. Literally thou- 
sands of citizens who live long that proposed new route have responded to this 
plan by writing or calling AMTRAK and their representatives in Congress to 
plead for such a move. 

But I am here not only as an advocate for such a shift in routing. The loss 
of the FLORIUIAN will be repeated elsewhere as further budget cuts are re- 
quired, until the national network is virtually eliminated. I do not want that 
for Tennessee and the Southeast, and I do not believe this Committee wants that 
grim fate for the country. 

As a representative deeply concerned with the future of a vital transporta- 
tion network in this country, I am here to testify in support of AMTRAK's 
request for a supplemental appropriation for the curent fiscal year. 

The AMTRAK request is reasonable and reflects the corporation's immediate 
needs to maintain present service levels. Moreover, it is a request that was 
earlier approved by the Congress but eliminated by the Administration. 

However, as this committee considers AMTRAK's request for supplemental 
funding for the current year, it should look far beyond the simple dollars and 
cents of the issue, i'ou have not only the fate of several railway passenger routes 
to consider, but the entire future of pasenger service in this country. 

AMTRAK has a mandate to fulfill. In recent months it has begun to show 
that our considerable investment, improved facilities and equipment—over $2 
billion—has finally begun to pay off. Ridership is up on those lines where serv- 
ice levels are high. AMTRAK inherited a system which was doomed by years 
of inattention and shifting priorities. Let us not nullify that progress in one 
swift and miscalculated gesture, and return railway passenger service into a 
curiosity at best and an inefficient drain of public resources at worst. 

COMMENTS   OF  THE  AMTRAK   CONTRACTING   RAILROADS  ON   SECTION   3(b)   OF 
S. 1793, THE "RAILROAD IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1077" 

The original Rail Passenger Service Act of 1070, in creating Amtrak, pro- 
vided that Amtrak: "May contract with railroads or with regional transjwrta- 
tion agencies for (1) the use of tracks and other facilities and (2) the pro- 
vision of services • * *." 

The act provided that if the parties failed to agree, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission could: "order (1) the provision of services or (2) the use of tracks 
or facilities of the railroad by (Amtrak) on such terms and for such compensa- 
tion as the Commission may fix as just and reasonable • • •." 

In the beginning months of Amtrak's operation, criticism arose over tlie rail- 
roads' on-time performance of services for Amtrak. Hence on October 18, 1973, 
Congress enacted the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1973, designed to improve the 
provision of services by the railroads. The legislation provided : 

"In fixing just and reasonable compensation for the provision of services 
ordered by the Commission under the preceding sentence, the Commission shall 
in fixing compensation in excess of incremental costs, consider quality of service 
as a major factor in determining the amount (if any) of such compensation." 

That is, Congress provided that whenever the Commission fixes the compensa- 
tion .which Amtrak is to pay a railroad lor providing sertriccs, the basic com- 
pensation must reflect incremental costs, with any compensation in excess of 
Incremental costs depending on the excellence of the service provided. The 
Conference Report on the 1973 Act said: 

"The term 'incremental costs', as used by the conferees, is intended to pro- 
vide a basic level of compen.sation to be paid a railroad for services provided. 
It is assumed that this basic level could be supplemented on the basis of quality 
of service." 

It will be noted that this 1973 amendment to the basic act in no way touched 
on the subject of comi)ensation for the use of tracks and other facilities. If and 
when the Commission fixed such compensation. Congress allowed the law to 
continue simply to direct the Commission to prescribe such compensation as was 



122 

"just and reasonable." In Amtrak and Texas and Pacific By. Co. Jutt Com- 
pensation, 348 ICC ft45 (1976), the Commission recognized that incremental costs 
was the statutory guideline in fixing compensation for the provision of services 
and that it was not a guideline in the fixing of compensation for the use by 
Amtrak of a railroad's tracks and facilities. 

This state of affairs would be altered by Section 3(b) of S. 1793 which would 
amend Section 402(a) of the Rail Passenger Service Act so as to definitely make 
incremental costs the guideline for fixing compensation for the use of a rail- 
road's tracks and facilities. We object to that. Amtrak and the railroads entered 
into binding contracts on the basis of mutually acceptable understandings and 
obligations, and Congress ought not to impair and alter these contractual rights 
and responsibilities now that the parties have executed and are bound by the 
contract. When the Commission fixes compensation for Amtrak's use of tracks 
and facilities, the law presently directs the (Commission to require whatever 
compensation is in its judgment "just and reasonable." There is no reason for 
Congress to further circumscribe the Commission's discretion in fixing compensa- 
tion. The only reason Congress fixed Incremental costs for the provision of 
services was to create an incentive for the railroads to provide as good service 
as possible, a reason which has nothing whatever to do with Amtrak's use of 
railroad tracks and other facilities. Congress ought not to tell the Commission 
how to decide what is just and reasonable compensation for the use of a railroad's 
tracks and facilities. 

Section 402(a) of the Kail Passenger Service Act now provides: '.'In fixing 
Just and reasonable compensation for the provision of services ordered by the 
Commission under the preceding sentence, the Commission shall. In fixing com- 
pensation in excess of incremental costs, consider quality of service as a major 
factor in determining the amount (if any) of such compensation." 

Section 3(b) of S. 1973 would add the words "progressively Increasing" before 
the phrase "quality of service" in Sec. 402(2), so that the factor the Commission 
would have to consider in fixing comi)ensation for the provision of services and 
for the use of tracks and other facilities over and above incremental costs, would 
be not "quality of service", but "progressively increasing quality of service". 
This could not help but be counterproductive. A railroad which went all out to 
provide the be.st po.ssible service would find that it next had to provide even 
better service to continue to earn Incentive com{)ensatlon! The proposed change 
would be a spur to imoroving service just a little at a time, and even then It 
would reach a point where once the service was perfect and the railroad could 
no longer better its performance, it could no longer qualify for incentive com- 
pensation. The statute is perfectly adequate as it reads today and there is no 
occasion for changing it. 

Finally, Section 3(b) of S. 1793 would alter Section 402(a) of the Rail Passen- 
ger Service Act by changing the phrase "in excess of incremental costs" to read 
"in excess of actual, reasonable, and necessary additional costs that are demon- 
strated to he incurred because of the existence of Amtrak operations." Presum- 
ably this would place on every railroad contracting with Amtrak the burden 
not only of establishing the existence of each and every item of incremental cost, 
but also the propriety and necessity and reasonableness of each and every such 
Item. We are not aware of any situation or controversy between Amtrak and 
any of its contracting railroads that calls for such additional proof by the rail- 
roads, and apart from the unfairness of placing such terribly burdensome re- 
quirements on them. It obviously is calculated to stir up controversy between 
them and Amtrak and very likely result in acrimonious and frequent and ex- 
tended litigation and arbitration over why railroads made the expenditures they 
did and whether they were proper and rrasonahle under all the circumstances. 
The change proposed is unneeded and unwise. 

Mr. RooNET. Mr. Reistnip, would it not be in order to eliminate 
complete trains rather than attempt to reduce the service on a larg^ 
number of trains? I know that one of my friends back home has a 
very famous restaurant. The restaurant is going: ^^'^ davs a vear 
because he is always concerned if he jjoes on vacations or closes down 
the restaurant, his customers will gfo elsewhere. I think this is what 
is happening with Amtrak. Many of the runs that were going on a 
daily basis are now being interrupted and people will get accustomed 
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to going perhaps to Greyhound or Trailways or taking some other 
mode of transportation. 

STATEMENT OF PAUL H. REISTRUP, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RAIL- 
ROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK), ACCOMPANIED BY 
DON BRAZIER, VICE PRESIDENT, FINANCE, AND JOHN LOMBARDI, 
DIRECTOR, STATE AND LOCAL AFFAIRS—Resumed 

Mr. REISTRUP. Mr. Chairman, I have stated many times, and I 
believe it, I have not changed, that we either ought to run daily or 
not at all. We only had a few operations in the country that were 
on a triweekly basis. When we were faced with the budgetary short- 
fall, and the prospect of deficiency spending, and with the Board not 
having taken action which is required to eUminate a complete route, 
reducing service frequencies was my only choice. 

I do not feel that there is all that much competition—there is some— 
with the bus. I think that together we could both benefit. I worked 
intermodally for a good bit of my career, including the piggyback 
business, trucks on flat cai-s, and also with the Chicago Transit 
Authority, and we did a good job with it. We did find some who 
worked there would ride the bus. You would be interested to know 
in the Floridian hearings it appears that only 19 percent of those 
people would ride the buses it we were not there. Automobile and 
air are the largest alternate forms of transportation. I agree with 
you and I have actually urged that the Board of Directors move 
ahead on the route-criteria process. In fact, one of them took me to 
task for this at the special September Board meeting, saying I was 
out of order to reconunend that the Board be expeditious in this ac- 
tivity. That was in the open and the public heard that. But I have 
urged that. The representatives of Secretary Brock Adams have also 
urged that we move on with this process so that we either do it right 
or not run it at all. 

By the way, I would hope that this committee would recognize 
that I have tried to shoot straight in this statement. I have absolutely 
the highest regard for Secretary Adams. I have to mention the ad- 
ministration because the President appoints my Board on 0MB 
recommends our budget. But Mr. Adams and I have a good working 
relationship and if we have anything to say to each other we say 
it. It is not the situation of yesteryear when we were at loggerheads 
with the Department. 

Mr. RooxEY. "WTiat major cost programs have you initiated in the 
past 2 years that miglit have saved Amtrak money? 

Ml*. REISTRUP. One of the most significant in this past year was a 
reduction in management, as a category, of 5 percent. At this present 
time we are again reducing both management and also general em- 
ployment at the rate of 1 percent per month. Further, we have an 
absolute hiring freeze. The only people who will be hired are those 
who, in efl'ect, keep the trains running, and my own personal assist- 
ant or I will have to approve those. The attrition rate that we have, 
which is roughly 15 percent per year, should allow us to reduce forces 
without throwing a lot of people out on the street. 

34-4I4 0- 78 - ( 
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Other things we have done is trj' to sti-etch the Amfleet equipment 
furtlier than it was intended. It is running the west coast, east coast, 
and out of Chicago. That equipment is like a Metroliner without 
motors. It does not liave tlie full dining car. Some people don't like it 
as well for that leasoii but we do have a much less expensive food 
service, the cars are much lighter, they save fuel. They weigh close 
to a third lighter and are pulled by a lighter locomotive and are 
mucii more efficient. Those would be the major efficiencies. 

I would like to really submit a list for the record because a lot of 
our ratios are looking better. The passenger-miles per onboard serv- 
ice man-hours, for instance, all those ratios are headed downward. 

[The following information was received for the record:] 

MAJOB COST PBOOBAUB INITIATED IN THE PAST TWO YEABS THAT MIGHT HAVE 
SAVED AMTBAK MONEY 

During the past two years Amtrak management has been engaged in a major 
effort to reduce costs and to discontinue unessential activities. 

On Board Services—By careful balancing of staffing with anticipated ridershlp 
patterns Amtrak has been able to reduce on-board staffing. The number of mau- 
months of labor per million revenue passenger miles has decreased from 12.0 to 
10.0 during the past two years. 

Management Stafffnn—During FY 77 a 5% reduction was effected in the man- 
agement category resulting in termination of 110 positions and cost avoidance 
of over $2.5 million. 

General Reduction—During FY 78 Amtrak is making a further 6 percent 
strength reduction in both management and non-management positions. Over 1,000 
positions will be terminated at a cost avoidance of $20 million. This reduction is 
coupled with an absolute hire freeze. 

Equipment Utilization—In an effort to provide more reliable and efficient serv- 
ice and reduce costs Amtrack has substituted new Amfleet equipment on certain 
longer distance routes such as New York to Savannah, Chicago to Washington, 
Chicago to New Orleans, Chicago to Laredo and Salt Lake City of Seattle. 

This new electricnlly heated n'^rt air-conditioned equipment adds greatly to 
passenger comfort and allows a significant cost saving in the food service function. 

Station Services—Staffing at various stations nationwide has been re<luced to 
austere leve's. Dur'm? i • "d the man-months per thousand pa.s.senger ratio 
has dropped from 2.8 to under 2.3. 

Mr. KooNEY. Yesterday, Congressman Jenrette told the committee 
by reducing the Palmetto from daily to quadweekly, the line will be 
forced to give up a $17,000 Postal Service contract. Along that line, 
hasn't Amtrak rejected a potential annual revenue of in excess of $24 
million through Postal Service contracts but has done notliing at all 
in attempting to obtain those contracts ? 

Mr. REISTOUP. I liave covered the mail business previously in my 
statement. I think we have done very, very well, considering the staff 
that we have. Actually, the mail business in 1976—this was 11 montiis, 
we don't have the final figures for September—we were $6.9 million 
the year before, and we were $8.7 million for a 25,6-percent increase 
in this most recent fiscal year. 

Mr. RooNEY. How about the $17,000 contract that Congressman 
Jenrette talks about ? 

Mr. REiR'niup. That is infinitesimal compared to the cost of running 
the train. I would be much more concerned about changing the train 
through Denver to 3 days a week because we would lose $2^^ million. 
We want to handle as much revenue as we can on a train. That revenue 
was taken into account. That is equal to about one person per year's 
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basic salary, $17,000. So if we can save a person, it balances the mail. 
I believe in handling people first and then the mail second if we are 
running a train. Package express is another sideline business we have. 

We have not spent capital money on new baggage cars to handle 
this mail, and I don't think we should xmtil we get reliable equipment 
for all the passengers. 

We have modified some baggage cars for this mail service. Some of 
them have been electrified so that they can run with the new equipment. 

Mr. RooNEr. Mr. Florio. 
Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Reistrup, you were here yesterday when the Chairman of the 

ICC testified that his interpretation as to the significance and the legal 
requirements of the route and service criteria was apparently sub- 
stantially different from yours. His interpretation was that not only 
route reductions but service reductions or service curtailments should 
also be undertaken in accordance with the route service criteria. You 
say your legal staff has given you an interpretation that that is not 
the case, even though it is route and service criteria, that it is only route 
reductions and not service curtailments that should be done in accord- 
ance with the criteria specified. 

Mr. REISTRUP. That is correct, Mr. Florio. On page 1 of our route and 
service criteria, wliich was accepted by Congress, it says, and I will 
quote a little bit of it: 

The criteria and procedures described in this report {)ertain to decisions to add 
routes whicli previously lackwl any service or to discontinue a route. The Board 
would not necessarily use these criteria and procetlures for making routine service 
changes; for example, frequency changes. 

Mr. FLORIO. Obviously, the ICC attorneys read the same thing, and 
they come to an opposite conclusion. It seems to me on the basis of com- 
monsense if it is called route and service criteria, the service cutbacks 
should have something to do with it, and probably even more signifi- 
cant than that is really implicitly what you are stating is that the 
Congress gave you discretion with no guidelines whatsoever to elimi- 
nate service or to reduce service. I just find that is not compatible with 
what I think Congress meant at the time it established these criteria 
and the normal course of practice in this Congress, particularly when 
we are talking about substantial amounts of public moneys being put 
in an operation, is verj' little discretion, if any, but guidelines being 
provided in the exercise of that discretion. 

Mr. REISTRUP. That could be, and I would agree this is a concern 
that something should be done. To my understanding, there would have 
to be report language or some form of legislation. I would suggest 
that this time-consuming 6-month-to-a-year process need not be used, 
but at least some of the criteria could be applied. I believe, recalling 
the Board deliberations on this criteria, that the concern would be that 
with close to 300 trains in the United States, we would never do any- 
thing if we had to go through this five-step process for every change 
that was made. Tliere has to be a middle ground somewhere. Maybe 
we can work together on achieving that. 

Mr. FLORIO. I would like to develop this a bit more. Before I do, 
let me get my parochial question out of the way. With regard to com- 
muters who take your train 220 from Newark to Trenton on a regular 
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basis, this is something that it utilized, it apparently is well trafficked, 
I am wondering what, if any, arrangements you are making for the 
individuals tliat use this on a daily basis to and from work ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Mr. Florio, you have raised one of our key problem 
areas. It surfaced again with the California discussion yesterday. This 
is the issue of commuter operations on Amtrak. 

Amtrak basically and by law is an intercity operation. We do handle 
some commuters on these generally longer distance trains. Tlie train 
you are talking about runs from Philadelphia to New York, wliich is 
roughly 100 miles, or a little bit short of that, and it could be called 
intercity, but the train also handles the Trenton-to-New York passen- 
gers. We are going to, short of legislation, to tell us to run that sort of 
thing, which is generally under the auspices of UMTA and the State 
and local transit authorities, New Jersey DOT in your case, if we are 
told to run them we will. In the case of this train 220, that is a 
Philadelphia-to-New York train. It leaves at 5 p.m., and there is a 
following train at 5:20 p.m.. No. 178, that comes out of Washington. 
That has cars that will accommodate those people. 

Mr. FLORIO. HOW about in the morning? 
Mr. REISTRUP. In the morning I don't know what would be op- 

posite side of that trip. Tliat would be roughly, I guess, coming down 
in the morning tliere is a train 2.37 at 6:35 a.m. from New York, there 
is also a 7 a.m. train, the train from Montreal. I don't know which 
one they would come back on. We have been trying to work with the 
State people who also run a commuter service to coordinate their 
schedules with ours. We have done a lot of that up in Connecticut, 
also. Now they are not necessarily happy but we are trying to fill 
these gaps with CTA-MTA service and Jersey DOT service. 

Mr. FLORIO. Perhaps I will generalize on a more significant level. 
Let me indicate my concern as to exactly what criteria you are using. 
We have established the fact you are not using the congressionally 
specified criteria. I am questioning whether you are using profitability 
as a criterion or relative profitability or economic considerations. I 
have a route-by-route financial performance analysis prepared from 
the material Amtrak supplied. This analysis shows the trains running 
in the northeast corridor have earned revenues greater than their 
avoidable cost. It is 100 percent greater. In essence that is your most 
profitable area. You are proposing to reduce the number of Metro- 
liner trains by 20 as well as to eliminate 85 other trains. If this service 
is in fact earning revenues that are greater than avoidable costs, 
won't these reductions actually increase your operating deficit and 
the amount of Federal subsidy, if necessary, will have to increase? 
I don't understand why you are eliminating these trains that contrib- 
ute substantially to one of the few profit margin areas you have in 
the country. 

Mr. REISTRUP. There are a couple of borderline situations, Mr. 
Florio, but all that I have known, with the exception of the border- 
line—clearly on that particular run they are a much more direct cost 
and we use cash cost, the fuel and power used on a Metroliner, or 
fuel if it is diesel service, the revenue that would be lost by not run- 
ning the train—I used as a rule of thumb that if there is a risk of 
25 percent of these figures meeting, in other words, saving a dollar 
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by losing a dollar in revenue, we would not do it. The borderline 
trains are weekend Metroliners and also this Boston train I talked 
to you about—the New York-Boston train in the morning—I think 
during the wintertime might have done better than in the summer, 
with some business travel. We use the same system on all of them. We 
look at everything on a train-by-train basis for which trains were 
not contributing as much money in revenue as they cost. The figures 
you are referring to are for the whole service pattern, and they clearly 
do produce more revenue than they cost. 

Air. FLORIO. Was that same system applied between the national 
system you have and the northeast corridor system ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Exactly, yes sir. The same people did it. Mr. Brazier 
provides the financial analysis for each of those moves. 

Mr. FLORIO. I^et us shift for a moment to the long-haul routes you 
have. Of the 18 long-haul routes you proposed reductions in service 
on over four of those routes at an estimated savings of $13.2 million. 
According to your fiscal 1977 performance analysis several routes 
are doing as poor as or poorer than those four routes in terms of eco- 
nomic performance. The names are Chicago-Washington, Chicago- 
Houston-Wasliington-Montrcal, Kansas City-New York-Washing- 
ton, Chicago-San Francisco-I^os Angeles. You have eliminated the four 
but there are other ones that are doing worse in terms of financial 
performance. I am at a loss to underetand how you picked those four 
as contrasted with the other ones. 

Mr. REISTRUP. We can provide you with those details. They were 
done the same way. I think Pacific would be a good example. The train 
through Denver, was that on your list? 

Mr. FLORIO. NO. 
Mr. REISTRUP. If we had reduced that to 3 days a week we would 

have in one fell swoop lost a quarter of our mail business. That reve- 
nue was not only on that train but also on other connecting trains in 
the east, and the loss of the mail would then throw them into the red, 
and we would have a domino effect. There is mail on several of those 
trains that you mention and mail requires daily service. These were 
the types of factors considered. Now if further reductions have to be 
brought about, if there are no funds forthcoming, these trains would 
have to be reduced. They are on our list. We have all of them. The 
Memphis-to-New Orleans train is being considered to go triweekly, 
for example. 

Mr. FLORIO. The formula you specified that you utilize, I would 
appreciate it if perhaps you could submit that in writing so that we 
can take a look at it. 

Mr. REISTRUP. Yes; we will and train by train. We will give that 
to you. 

Mr. RooNEY. I would like that to become part of the record. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 137.] 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

FBKQUENCT REDUCTIONS 

Amtrak's fall 1977 frequency reductions represented those services which 
could be reduced In frequency with minimal revenue loss. Costs were analyzed 
to determine the avoidable cost savings from such frequency reductions to assure 
that the net effect was to maximize deficit reduction. The only exception to this 
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policy was the reduction in service to four times weekly on the Empire Builder, 
which was done to accelerate conversion of this route to new all electric Super- 
liner equipment, thereby eliminating operation on this route of steam-heated cars. 

The Chicago-Washington, Chicago-Houston, Chicago-San Francisco, Kansas 
City-New York/Washington, Washington-Montreal and Chicago-Los Angeles 
routes were not included in the fall frequency reductions as revenue losses from 
frequency cuts on these routes would have been much greater than on routes 
cut. Also, except for Washington-Montreal, each of those routes is under study 
in the route criteria process, and are therefore being addressed in that manner, 
rather than as frequency reduction candidates. 
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Mr. FLORIO. In your fiscal 1976 analysis 70 ^rcent of Amtrak's to- 
tal costs were classified as avoidable. In your hsc^l 1977 analysis only 
49 percent were classified as avoidable. How do you account for the 
significant difference? What are you doing? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Mr. Florio, may I ask the accountant I referred to 
perhaps a little unkindly to respond ? 

Mr. RooNEY. I thought you said earlier you didn't like accountants 
to do all this work. 

Mr. BRAZIER. He doesn't like them to control the policy. Mr. Florio, 
we have developed an analysis of that. Basically, between the time the 
data for fiscal 1976 were developed and the data for fiscal year 1977, 
Amtrak under an emergency plan has reevaluated and improved our 
route profitability costing system. This is a system by which we allo- 
cate or determine the costs of operations of each one of the trains that 
operate in the system. In the review of the data that were used prior 
to 1977, and as a result of the studies, we have determined that a large 
portion of costs that we previously had assumed to be avoidable are in 
fact not avoidable. Some of the things that liave contributed—and we 
have an analysis of that, that I can provide for the recoi-d—is that in 
1977 we have a full year's operation of the nortlaeast corridor. You 
will recall Amtrak took over the operation of the cx>rridor from Fenn 
Central in April 1976. In that operation we are now operating a full- 
fledged railroad. We were not previously doing that when the trains 
were operated over Penn Central tracks and Penn Central was re- 
sponsible for tlie maintenance of the real property, the track structure, 
signals and that sort of thing. That had an effect on the way the costs 
developed, and in fact increased Amtrak's costs. 

Mr. Fu)Rio. In effect you are telling me tliere was not a policy change, 
we are talking about bookkeeping measures. 

Mr. BRJVZIER. That is correct. I will provide that analysis for the 
record, sir. 

[The following infonnation was received for the record:] 

ANALYSIS OF AVOIDABLE COSTS 

The 21 percent reduction In the ratio of avoidable to full costs from fiscal year 
1976 to fiscal .vear 1977 is made up of the following changes. 

A. Direct operation of the NEC—5.7 percent.—Fi.scal .vear 1977 is the first full 
year of Amtrak ownership and direct operation of the Corridor. Maintenance of 
way costs, facility related co.sts and transiiortatlon related costs such as dispatch- 
ing are not avoidable to Amtrak routes as long as the Corridor is operated. 

B. Stations sen-ing multiple routes—2.1 percent.—75 percent of Amtrak's sta- 
tion costs are for stations serving more than one route. Staffing .schedules at these 
locations are designed to provide adequate coverage throughout each day at min- 
imum cost. Recent exi)erience indicates these costs are not significantly reduced 
by the discontinuance of any one route. 

C. Maintenance and servicing facilities—4.3 percent.^—Equipment maintenance 
and servicing is primarily performed at route end point facilities designed to serve 
all the routes terminating at a given city. Economies of scale and scheduling cur- 
rently obtained from handling multiple routes and trains provide lower avoid- 
able costs per each route than was previously possible. 

D. Fixed facility costs—3.5 percent.—The Route Profitability System has pro- 
vide<l an improved capal)illty to distinguish the fixed and variable costs of com- 
missary, station, crew base, maintenance, and servicing facilities. Fixed costs 
of the facility, e.g., supervision, utilitie.s, security, and building, power plant and 
shop maintenance are no longer included in route avoidable costs. 

E. Heavy overhaul—5.5 percent.—Heavy overhaul of rolling stock is pro- 
grammed on two, four, or six year cycles depending on tJie type and age of equip- 
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ment This cost is not avoidable upon discontinuance of a route but Is dependent 
on subsequent assignment or disjwsltion of tlie equipment. 

Our ability to identify tliese distinctions has been improved during fiscal year 
1977 thru the development of the revised Route Profitability System which began 
processing fiscal year 1977 data in April 1977. This Route ProfitabiUty System 
accesses our computerized revenue and cost accounting systems and determines 
the profitability of each Amtrak train and route on a current basis. 

Indpendent railroad cost experts have reviewed the Route Profitability System 
in detail and told us that the statistical techniques are vaUd and that the method 
for determining route avoidable costs are consistent with railroad methods pre- 
viously applied In train discontinuance cases before the ICC. While we are con- 
tinuing to fine tune this system and maintain its currency with operational 
changes, we are confident that It provides a realistic base for determining route 
costs. 

Mr. FLORIO. Let me ask two brief questions. I understand that you 
are moving from L'Enfant Plaza ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Yes. 
Mr. FLORIO. Is that a cost-saving measure ? "Wliat is the rationale ? 
Mr. REISTRUP. Yes. Roughl^y $300,000 a year in cost saving. We feel 

also there will be efficiencies m getting our people located together— 
we are scattered around in L'Enfant Plaza—and therefore we can re- 
duce administrative overhead. 

Mr. FLORIO. On advertising costs I would like some statement. I see 
your advertisements on television. Perfectly frank, not to be unkind, 
my thought always has been you advertise to get customers to try your 
product and hopefully like it. I ride Metroliner on a regular basis. 
You are bringing people to the Metroliner on Friday afternoons for 
the train trip back to Philadelphia and they wait in line. It is getting to 
be a regular thing. People become very fatalistic. I see the same people 
every Friday afternoon. We go through a little ha-ha when in fact 
we get there at a quarter to three, at a quarter to four the man comes 
on and says "Due to equipment failure there will be a 15-minute delay." 
Two weeks ago we waited for an hour. Then what happened ? The 4 
o'clock traui was delayed. The 4 o'clock left as the 3 o'clock train. I 
would like to know what you are spending on advertising ? If there is 
a substantial amount I would suggest seriously you ought to get the 
product up to snuff before you start advertising to get people back on 
the trains. 

Mr. REISTRLT. We have cut advertising quite a bit for the coming 
fiscal year. It was roughly $11 million last year. It is going to be 
roughly between $7 million and $8 million this year, a substantial 
reduction. 

Mr. FixiRio. That is the amount that Congress is talking about giv- 
ing you. Some pople are talking about $12 million to bring you up to 
the full authorization or the full appropriation. That is a siibstantial 
amount of money. I would hope that you would give some .serious 
thought to taking some of that money to fix up the equipment and 
get the train operating the way it should be so that when people are 
enticed to use it that they will use it again rather than having a nega- 
tive experience as I am having more and more. I am torn between the 
inconvenience of the Allegheny commuter to Philadelphia and the 
inconvenience of the Metroliner, It is neck-to-neck race as to who runs 
more inefficiently. 

Mr. REISTRUP. I would like to say, l)ecause I think the iword should 
be clear on the Metroliner, first, we have reduced the advertising, so 
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you can see we agree with you. But have brought about a six percent 
increase in ridership throughout the United States and that is not done 
without advertising. Our latest survey shows—we called up people 
who bought the pass to go around the country, the USArail Pass, we 
were running the trains anyway and we are trying to fill them up— 
75 percent or them say they would do it again. The Metroliners are a 
particular situation with which I am very concerned. Charley Ber- 
trand, who runs the corridor, is almost adamant about it. Those cars 
began their hcav^ service in 1969. They have been whipping back and 
forth. There are 61 of them. They are ill designed in the first place. 
They are rough riders. They have the electrical gear underneath the 
floor so they suck in snow m the winter and heat from the traction 
motors in the summer, which causes the air conditioning to go out. 
They have never been overhauled, with the exception of four cars, 
which DOT funded. They are called R. & D. cars. You may have 
noticed they have grids on top. We have now, with our capital funds 
that have been provided by Congress, approved at the Board of 
Directors meeting in September, the overhaul and the moving of that 
gear up to the roof where it belongs, on 16 cars. Then another batch 
will be done. We don't know exactly how many because it depends on 
how many are required as the corridor project is completed. Tnere will 
be 30, 34, it could be the rest of them; there the 57 that have not been 
upgraded. 

I think it is a very serious operating problem that is not generally 
known to people to be running something that has so little rdiability. 
Each car has I14 million miles on it now and has not had an overhaul. 
We don't do that with the rest of the fleet. Those cars were inherited 
from Penn Central through the conveyance in April of 1976. We had 
wanted to get these things overhauled and upgraded earlier than this, 
but we did not know, Mr. Florio, until Secretary Adams made his 
final decision on what voltage and what current we were going to use 
overhead, how the electrical gear ought to be designed. So that final 
decision, as I recall it, was made some time in the early summer, 
roughlj' June or July. We have moved on that basis pretty rapidly. 
The order has lieen approved and General Electric will be doing this 
total overhaul and upgrading, and it will bring back the reliability. I 
agree with you. 

Mr. FLORIO. I will conclude that I am very sympathetic to the situa- 
tion you find yourself in. Certainly we all have to allocate our limited 
dollars in a way that makes sense. I think the responsibility is almost 
placed on the Congress more than it is on you to make some hard 
decisions l^efore very long as to what we want out of this sj'Stem. You 
just indicated a few moments ago that for a number of runs, the main- 
tenance on the Metroliners which are on the most highly trafficked 
road you have, which is the most profitable roa<i you have, is some- 
thing less than what it is on the national system. To be perfectly 
frank, I am coming to the opinion that we are going to have to scru- 
tinize whether we should be maintaining the national system at the 
same level as we are. Certainly we realize that passenger transporta- 
tion can't ever be a profitable business, but there are degrees of profit- 
ability. I think we ai-e going to have to start putting our railroad 
dollars as far as Amtrak is concerned where the business is. Although 

14-4MO- 78 . 10 
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I was very sympathetic to one of my colleagues who talked about his 
State of Montana where they need the train because there is no other 
way of getting around, the fact of the matter is that there may be 
more efficient ways of getting people around than to maintain Metro- 
liners or any other fixed railroad passenger service from those areas. 
We are going to have to make hard choices, and the responsibility lies 
with us to make them. My own particular bias is that we are going to 
have to put the money where the people are rather than try to put 
the system on line and attract people. 

Mr. REISTRUP. Mr. Chairman, I will run what you tell us to run. 
Mr. RooNEY. I have a few more questions to ask, but before I do, I 

recognize one of our colleagues who asked to testify before this com- 
mittee, the Honorable J. J. Pickle from Texas. 

STATEMENT OF HON. J. J. PICKLE, A EEPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your giving me a chance to 
testify. I extend my appreciation also to Mr. Reistrup and his group. 
We may be called back to the floor. I was downtown testifying before 
the Interior Department, and thus I was not here sharply at 10 o'clock. 

Mr. RooNEY. The gentleman is recognized for 2 minutes. 
Mr. PICKLE. I may ask for consent to revise and extend, Mr. Chair- 

man. 
Mr. Chairman, I have appeared before your gioup before and made 

some of these same observatioiLS. Mr. Druhan, a member of your pro- 
fessional staff, a very able individual, made an inspection of the Inter- 
American run in Texas a few years ago and filed his report pointing 
out the inadequacies on that particular run. I want to point out to you 
first the situation that exists in central Texas. This past summer the In- 
ter-American run was a daily train. As a daily train, the route 
picked up a $500,000 mail contract. But, lo and behold, in August at 
the meeting of the Amtrak Board of Directors, they voted 3 to 
2, with a couple of members ruled not eligible to discontinue the 
daily service. I don't know just how that original 4-to-3 vote to continue 
daily service was finagled to become a 3-to-2 vote to discontinue, but it 
happened. I guess it is a matter of interpretation of the rules as to who 
is able to vote. Anyway, wo did have a daily service. We had a short 
trial run alwut 2 months-plus. During that time, I don't believe that 
the Inter-American run arrived in Austin on time more than 2 or 3 
times during that whole 2i/^-month periotl. 

I heard Mr. Florio talking al)out having to wait at his station for a 
while. Well, Mr. Florio, our delay on the Inter-American ride into 
Austin was on an average of alwut 2 hours every day for 2 months. I 
hear you, but I don't sympathize (juite as much when we have a situa- 
tion that is almost beyond conception. I don't know that I can say 
specifically it is somelxnly's fault, but that is a fact and it is a bad 
situation. 

Anyway, they discontinued the daily service. Now we have 3-day 
service with Amfleet equipment, but we lose, I j)resume, the mail serv- 
ice contract sine* we only have a 3-day service. So, we have more prob- 
lems on Inter-American than a dog has fleas. Somehow we have to 
clear this thing up. 
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Mr. Reistrup sent me a proposal for the routing; of the Inter- 
American. The Int^r-^Vmerican would become a train operating be- 
tween St. Louis and San Antonio, and service to Laredo would consist 
of a spur from another train. The spur would split off the Lone Star 
in Temple and travel to Laredo, and in reverse the spur would leave 
Laredo and hook up to the Lone Star in Temple on its way back to 
Chicago. That has some appeal. My ciiamber of commerce and my city 
officials have endorsed it. 

We want to include in the record, Mr. Chairman, a copy of the letter 
asking that that kind of service be considered. I don't know whether 
it will work or not. So we need to consider that daily service. 

What I want to say, Mr. Chairman, is thi.s. We have had daily 
service, we have had poor tracks, we have cut it back to 3 days a week, 
and that is where we are now. People can't understand, they don't 
know what to expect, there is no regularity except the great incon- 
sistency. I think I as the individual who made the original motion to 
set up these international runs, the one in Washington, Xew York, 
and Laredo, when I was a member of this committee, would rather see 
Amtrak be expected to perform and do wliat they say, or I would 
consider doing away witla all the ptissenger service. I don't think we 
can keep on pouring money down the drain unless we give the right 
kind of service to the people. I imagine Mr. Reistrup agi-ees, as I 
judge from his conunents in the paper recently. Befoi-e I close I want 
to say this. I want to point out the lack of cooperation that some of our 
railroads are giving. For instance, an example is the Missouri-Pacific 
Railroad. The Inter-American runs largely over the Missouri-Pacific 
lines. Now, Missouri-Pacific has consistently side-railed Inter-Ameri- 
can so its freight trains could pass. This action, which is repeated and 
willful, is counter to congi-essional mandate. Missouri-Pacific has con- 
sistently held the speed of the Inter-American down low. This, too, 
is coimter to congiessional mandate. 

I want the committee to include in the record a copy of an article 
that appeai-ed in the Washington Post about Amti-ak's battle with 
the Missouri-Pacific. 

Mr. RooxEY. Without objection. 
Mr. PICKLE. After this aiticle appeared, I understand that Missouri- 

Pacific and Amtrak sat down, after the Justice Department had 
threatened to sue them. Missouri-Pacific said, "Let us see what we can 
work out." They have worked out some kind of general agreement 
now. But it took a two by four to get their attention, and it may take 
a cocked gun to keep their attention. I think we have reached a point 
that if these railroads don't cooperate, that the Congress ought to 
think in terms of balancing their lack of cooperation with our overall 
approach on any kind of aid for the railroads. The Congress intended 
to make it work. If they don't make it work just because they are 
trving to haul fi-eight, that is opposite to what our intent was. 

So, sitting in central Texas and proud of the fact that we have 
the Inter-American run and it offers i>ossibly the best vehicle we have 
for international trade between the United States and Mexico and for 
travel between our two countries, we have consistently been on the last 
bit of all apDropriations from the Congress or from Amtrak. 

I .sympathize with their problems because they have huge problems 
elsewhere and they can only turn to us at the end. They ought to turn 
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to us first for a change if they can, give us some help. I think we are 
entitled to it. If they can't make it work, then I say do away with the 
wliole system. We have readied the point now where we either have to 
produce or move along. 

I thank you, ivir. Cixairman. I am not trying to be liarsh, critical, or 
unfair but I rather imagine my feeling is typical of most Membere 
of Congress. We either have to do sometliing or get out of the business. 

Mr. RODNEY. I appreciate your very candid observations. 
Mr. PICKLE. Tliank you, Mr. Cliairman. I have been asked to come 

to the floor. One of the bills I am author of is up and I need to be over 
there. 

Mr. RooNEY. You may be excused. 
Mr. PICKLE. I am glad to see you here. But for the grace of some 

kind of providence I might be in your position. I am glad it has been 
jour decision because it is good for tlie coimnittee and good for the 
American people because you are an outstanding chairman who is 
going to do something about the Inter-American nui, I am sure. 

[Testimony resumes on p. 154.] 
[Mr. Pickle's prepared statement and attachments follow:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. J. J. PICKLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONOBESS FEOM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

Mr. Chnlnnan, needless to sa.v, I have appeared before you previously, on 
the subject of Amtrak and Its service in Texas. In fact, when we started the 
National Rail Passenger Corporation, I sat up there with you. 

I w^ill not rehash old testimony. Your records have that. In fact, your com- 
mittee man. Bill Drnhan, has a very complete knowletlge of the train that runs 
through uiy district. As a former professional staff member of the Commerce 
Committee's Subcommittee on Investigations, Bill directed the staff investigation 
of the Inter-American and Amtrak's Texas service. This report was issued In 
July of 1975. 

So, there is no need to tell you or Bill about past events. 
This pa.st summer, two steps were taken that were recommended by that 

Subcommittee report. We now have Amfleet equipment and next summer we 
hope this cures the incredibly bad time we have had with air conditioning. 

Also this past summer, the Inter-American was a daily train. As a daily train, 
the route picked up a .$500,000 mail contract. But lo and behold, the August meet- 
ing of the Amtrak Board of Directors voted .3 to 2, with a couple of members 
ruled not eligible, to discontinue daily service. I will not detail how an original 
4 to 3 vote to continue daily service was finagled to become a .3 to 2 vote to dis- 
continue, but I will state my extreme disappointment with this action. 

The .short 2-month trial iieriod was not long enough to take hold, nor to give 
a true estimate of the potential of daily service. 

At the same time, I do not need to go over present inadequacies. As I said, 
there is no need to repeat statements previously made. 

Instead, I would like to focus on the future. Even though I will not use the 
crude version of the saying, in my part of the country we generally say a person 
should either do his business or move on and let someone else have a chance. 

Tliis is my general feeling about Amtrak—either the Corporation moves posi- 
tively to make passenger trains workable, or Congress should consider shutting 
the whole thing down. 

Two recent developments have occurred vis-a-vis Texas that I must bring to 
the attention of the committee. 

First, on August 2. 1977, Mr. Reistraup sent to me a proixisal for new routing 
of the Inter-American. The Inter-American would become a train operating 
between St. I>ouis to Temple or San Antonio, Texas. Service to Laredo would 
consist of a spur, or feeder train off of the Chicago to Houston train, the Lone 
Star. The .spur would split off of the Lone Star in Temple, Texas, and then travel 
to Laredo. In reverse, the spur train would leave Laredo and hook up to the 
Lone Star in Temple on its way to Chicago. Mr. Chairman. I cannot begin to 
S|)ecify  the various reasons for the  proposal,  or  the  various  time change.s. 
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Frankly, •! doubt I could keep yonr attention through t^e droning of train 
schedules. 

But I do ask that the proposal sent to me by Amtrak be made part of the 
hearing record. 

I would say that this proposal has received a strong endorsement of the 
Austin Chamber of Commerce. I ask that their letter be made part of the 
hearing record. 

Another recent development, which I am sure is receiving the attention 
of the subcommittee, is Amtrak's five year report. This report recognizes a 
very important rail tran.sportation potential In what Is called the Texas Triangle. 

One of the largest, and still growing population corridors in the United 
States is the Dallas—Ft. Worth to Houston to San Antonio corridor. Car and 
air services In this corridor is not perfect. 

The Amtrak Five Year Report says exactly what I'm saying, but proposes 
nothing to enhance rail travel in the Triangle. Amtrak says Improvements would 
be costly, and will have to wait on Improvements to the long distance trains 
serving the Triangle. As you know, such service Is presently pathetic. For 
example, the Dallas—Ft. Worth to San Antonio corridor Is not served dally, 
and a major population center in the corridor, Waco, is by-passed. 

A more positive approach would be to start planning today for high speed 
trains to serve the Texas Triangle. The long distance trains, the Inter-American, 
the Lone Star, and the Sunset Limited, could supplement this corridor service. 

My personal opinion of these two new statements Is this: If this is just 
big talk, more promises, more smoke from Amtrak, I want no part of It. 
The people of Texas want no part of It either. When Amtrak delivers, we will 
be appreciative. 

I cannot close my testimony without pointing out the lack of cooperation 
of the Missouri Pacific Railroad Company. The Inter-American runs on the 
tracks of the Mo-Pac for most of Its run. 

Mo-Pae has consistently side-railed the Inter-American so its freight trains 
could pass. This action, repeated and willful. Is counter to congressional man- 
date. Mo-Pac has consistently held the si)eed of the Inter-American down low, 
and this too Is counter to congressional mandate. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that the hearing record include at this point an 
article that appeared In the Washington Star about Amtrak's battle with the 
Missouri Pacific. 

After this article appeared, after I criticized Mo-Pac In a Ways and Means 
hearing on the waterways tax (and after the .lustice Department agreed to sue 
Mo-Pac), the company did sit down with Amtrak on Augu.st 8 of this year. 

The meeting produced an agreement for greater speieds, and no intentional 
side-tracking. 

I hope the agreement sticks, but It takes the two-by-four to get Mo-Pac's 
attention. It may take a cocked gun to keep their attention. 

This concludes ray report, Mr. Chairman, and I'll be happy to answer any 
questions. 

RESTRUCTURING  OF  CHICAOO-TEXAS-MEXICO  SERVICE TRAINS  15/16 AND  21/22 

AMTRAK MARKETING RESEARCH DEPARTMENT 

JUNE, 1977 

RECOM MENDATION 

It is recommended that the schedule times of Trains No. 15, No. 16, No. 21 
and No. 22 be reverse<l and that service from Chicago to Laredo be operated 
as a leg off of Train No. 15 and N'o. 16. This leg would operate as a separate 
train between Temple and Laredo. The "Inter-American" would be operated 
overnight between St. Louis and Little Rock, terminating at San Antonio. 
This schedule would serve the populated areas of the route (Little Rock and 
south) in daylieht, give Amtrak access to the Hot Springs-Ozark recreation 
area and provide twice daily service between Ft. Worth and San Antonio, thus 
helping to develop local business in this congested Texas corridor. Connections 
would also be established at San Antonio l)etween the new schedule of the 
"Inter-American" and the "Sunset LTD" and at St. Louis between the "Inter- 
American" and the "National Limited". Reversal of Train 15/16's schedule pro- 
vides greatly Improved service at Kansas City (offsetting losses incurred else- 
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where) while operation of the Laredo service as a leg of this train Improve 
the connection to Mexico and links together a large affinity market stretching 
from south Texas through Oklahoma to Kansas. 

These proposed changes would, In total, have a positive impact on rldership 
and revenues. System rldership would increase by 146,800 passengers per year 
while revenues would Increase by $3,588,819/per year (see Figure 16). 

DISCUSSION 
/. Train 21/S2 rcntructiiriiig 

A. Schedule effect—It is proposed that the schedules of Train 21/22 be re- 
versed and that service to Lareilo be oi)erated via Train No. 15 and No. 16 
thus necessitating a reversal of the current schedule pattern. Train No. 21 and 
No. 22 would be terminatetl at San Antonio in place of Laredo. Figure 1 shows 
the proiwsed schedule of the "Inter-American". Flgrure 8 shows the proposed 
schedule of the "Lone Star". 

The new proposed schedule would provide excellent overnight service between 
Chlcago/St. Louis and Little Rock/Dallas. It accomplishes this by traversing 
the sparsely populated Missouri/Arkansas section of the route at night. 

FIGURE 1 

CHICAGO-ST. LOUIS-DALUS-FORT WORTH 

No. 21 No. 303 No. 301 No. 300 No. 22 No. 304 

5:30p.ni.       12:30p.iii. 8:10a.m.  Chicago       10:00a.m. 1:15p.m. 9:45 p.m. 
8:40p.m. 3:35p.m.       11:16a.m.  Sprinffield         6:34a.m. 9:55a.m. 6:20 p.m. 

10:50 p.m _   I St. Louis (  SKWa.m  
ll:20p.ffl. 5:45p.m. 1:30p.m. I I      4:20a.m. 7:20a.m. 4:3ap.m. 

3:04 a.m j Poplar Bluff (   3:00 a.m  
3:I0a.m ( 1..  2:55a.m   
6:45 a.m I LittI* Rock I  lliOp.m.   
7:U0a.m _ ( i  11:10 p.m   

10:00 a.m I Texarkana }  8:10 p.m   
10:15 a.m J (  7:55 p.m.  
12i0 p.m   Loniview  5:45 p.m.  
3:25 p.m. .._ _ Dallas   3:00 p.m  . 
4:30p.m. j FortWorth f  1:55p.m.  
4:45 p.m 1 1  1:40 p.m.    
7:05 p.m. ) Temple j  11:05 a.m   
7:15 p.m _ ( 1  10:55 a.m. _  
9K)0p.m _.. Austin  9:05 a.m.  

10:50 p.m .•  San Antonio  7:10 a.m.   

The schedule would also i)rovide convenient service to the resort of Hot 
Springs. Arkan.sjis. Hot Springs. Arkansas is one of the most famous and ix)pular 
year-round vactiou and health spas in the U.S. It is al.so one of the Gateways to 
the Ozark Plateau. The proimsal woudl also provide connections to the "Sunset 
LTO" at San Antonio and to the "National Limited" at St. Ix)uis. 

Note that the intemie<liate iwpulation between Chicago and l>alla.s/Ft. Worth, 
as shown in Figure 2, is approximately the same on Trains 21/22 and 15/16. 

Figure 3 shows the stations affected positively by the projMJsed schedule change 
while Figure 4 .shows the stations affecte<l negatively. Figure 5 shows the net 
increa.se in jjassengers and revenues as a result of the schedule change on tJie 
"Inter-American". As can l)e seen the train will carry, an additional 26J97 
passenger [KT year which will generate an additional $591,678 in tran.sijortatlon 
revenues per year. 

The effect of city schedule times on patronage was derived from several 
sources. The elasticity factor for large cities was develope<l by comparing Kansas 
City-Chicago end-iwint rldership. a market with iX)or .service hours, with two 
markets where there is a goflid daylight .sche<lule: Chicago-Minneapolis and 
Cliicago-St. Ltmis. Rldership in these markets was adjustetl for different train 
fre<iueiicies and for differences in iwpulation. This comparison showed that 
(schedule times have a sulwtantial rldership effect: approximately a 100-i>ercent 
lncrea.se in patronage when going from a night scheilule to a day schetlule and 
a 50-ix'rcent decline in patronage when going from a day schedule to a night 
scheflule. 

For the schedule effect at small and intenuediate cities, passenger boardings 
at Kirminghani and Montgomery before and after the schedule change on the 
"Floridian" were Investigated. These figures show that the train schedule times 
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hare a substantial effect on ridership. When going from a ridershlp Increases. 
Wlien going from a scliwlule ridership. 

As further confirmation, pa.s.senger iwardings at were compared with passenger 
The data indicate<l similar findings to the atx)ve data. 

J^oiTBE 2.—Intermediate Population Chicago-Dallas/Ft. Worth on Trains 15/16 
and 21/22 

"LOWE STAB" VERSUS "INTERAMERICAR" 

Chilliocothe (Peoria)  133,015 
(laleslrarg  36,290 
Fort Madison  36,290 
Lal'lata     1,377 
Marceline  2, 622 
Cflrrollton     4, 847 
Kansas  City  1, 253, 916 
Lawrence   45, 698 
Topeka    155, 322 
Kmporia   23,327 
Newton   15, 439 
Wichita  389, 352 
Arkansas   City  13, 216 
Ponca City  25,940 
Perry  5, 341 
Guthrie    9, 575 
Oklahoma City!  640^ 8g9 
Norman J 
Purcell     4, 076 
Pauls Vulley  5, 769 
Ardomore   20, 881 
Gainesville  13, 830 

2, 814, 718 
Bloomington  39, 992 
Springfield   91, 753 
Alton   39, 700 
St.   Louis  2,323, 700 
Poplar  Bluff  16,653 
Walnut Ridge   3, 800 
Newport   7, 725 
Little Rock  132, 483 
Malvern     8, 739 
Texwrkanal  52,179 
Marshall    / 
Ijong^-iew    45, 547 

FIGURE 3 

INTER-AMERICAN STATIONS AFFECTED POSITIVELY 

2, 761, 871 

Total current Projected Projected 
boardings boardings boardings 

City                                                                                             Iri-weekly daily    new schedule 

Little Rock:'1-wayonly..                 8,662 15,159 22,739 
Malvern!                  743 1,300 2,921 
TexarkanaJ               1,967 3,442 7,745 
Marshall'.                   752 1,316 2.965 
LongvieW                 1,409 2,466 5,549 

Dallas:! i-wayonly ., 

Total  

Passenger increase   
Average transportation revenue per passenger on No. 21 and No. 22. 

Total revenue increase  (720,120 

16,015 28,026 42,039 

29,S4« 51,709 83,958 

32, 249 
$22.33 

> Partially affected cities 50 percent increase In passengers. 
'Small and medium cities 125 percent increase in passengers. 
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FlOUKB   4 

INTER-AMERICAN STATIONS AFFECTED NEGATIVELY 

Total current Projected Projected 
boardinis        boardlnts boardinis 

City tri-weekly daily    new schedule 

Poplar Bluff'.. 
Walnut Ridge >. 
Newport'  

2,833 4,958 2,479 
2,255 3.946 1,973 
1,486 2,601 1,301 

Total              6,574             11.505 5,753 

Passenger decrease   -. -,  5, 752 
Average transportation revenue per passenger on No. 21 and No. 22 _  tZ2.33 

Revenue loss. .- {128,442 

< 50 percent decrease In passengers. 

FIGURE 5.—Ridership and trangportation revenue impact of reverse schedule 
Xo. 21 and 22 

I'as.seuger  increase  32,2-19 
I'asseuger decrease  5, 752 

Net passenger increase     ' 26, -)97 

Revenue increase $720,120 
Revenue   decrease     128, 442 

Net increase in transirartatlou revenue    591,678 
• Per year. 

FIGURE 6.—Transportation revenue and  ridership  impact  of  terminating the 
Inter-American at San Antonio 

Current tlirougli riderslilp on Inter-American south of San Antonio— 
Tri-Weelcly operation        6.277 

Projectetl yearly ridersliip loss (Daily Operation) on the Inter-Ameri- 
can from terminating train in San Antonio       10,985 

Average revenue per pa.ssenger on the Inter-American      $22.33 

Total projected loss in transportation revenues from tenulnating the 
Inter-American in San Antonio     245,295 

FIGURE 7.—Transportation revenue and ridership gain on the Inter-American 

Net incren.se In pas-sengers train No. 21 and No. 22 schedule change—        26,497 
Projected yearly ridership loss with termination of Inter-American in 

San Antonio     (—10,985) 

Total schedule change increa.se in ridership on the Inter-American—      ' 15. 512 
Frequency increase on the "Inter-American" (see Section III)         14,728 

Total Increase in ridership on the Inter-American      ' 30,240 
Net increase in transportation revenue on Inter-American schedule 

change    $591,678 
Projected decrease in  transportation revenue with termination of 

Inter-American in San Antonio     (245,295) 

Total projected schedule change increase in transportation revenue 
on Inter-American     ' 346, 383 

Projected increase in transportation revenue frequency effect (see 
Section   III)       147, 280 

Total projected Increase in transportation revenue on Inter-American.      493, 663 
' Per year. 
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B. Temiination of the "Inter-Amerioan" at San Antonio—As a result of the 
changed schedule on the "Inter-American" the train would not have acceptable 
arrival and departure times at Laredo and would not connect with the National 
Railways of Mexico. Because of this, the "Inter-American" should be terminated 
at San Antonio with tlie Laredo leg operated oft of the rescheduled "Lone Star". 

Terminating the "Inter-American" in San Antonio would slightly reduce 
revenue and rldersliip on the train. This loss was estimated for the daily operation 
of the train and it results in a loss of 10,985 passengers per year and a transporta- 
tion revenue loss of $245,295. The.se estimates assume daily operation of the 
train Ft. Worth-Laredo. This is shown on Figure 6. 

Figure 7 sliows the total transportation revenue and ridership gain to the 
"Inter-American" from operating tlie train on a different schedule and from 
terminating the train In San Antonio. The total system effect of the proposed 
changes to the "Lone Star" and the "Inter-American" Is shown on Figure 16. 

n. TRAIN 16/16 RE8TBUCTURINQ 

A. Schedule effect—As part of restructuring of the Chicago-Texas service, the 
schedule of the "Lone Star" would also be changed. Figure 8 shows the schedule 
of this proposed service. The new schedule results in an excellent daylight sched- 
ule between Chicago and Kan.sas City and an overnight schedule between Kansas 
City and Dallas-Ft. Worth. The biggest impact in ridership is at Kansas City. 
With No. 15 and No. 16's present schedule, Kansas City has rather poor arrival 
and departure times (12 :15AM westl)ound and 2:15AM eastbound). Since Kansas 
City (SMSA population 1,271,515) is the fourth largest city on the route, these 
poor arrival and departure times substantially reduce ridership in this large 
metropolitan market. 

Another key competitive factor in the Chicago-Kansas City market Is the level 
of Intermodal competition. There is no direct interstate highway between Chicago 
and Kansas City; all buses and autos must travel via St. Louis. The competitive 
effect of this circuitous routing is shown in Figure 9. 

FiGUBE   8 

SCHEDULE 

• 3 • 460 #15 

11:00a Chicago 

«4 1461 tie 

6:30p l:35p 4:30p 

2:00a 
3:00a 

6:4Sp 
7:00p Kansas  City 

S:50a 
5:35p 

8:35a 
8:20a 

3:30a 8:20p 

ll:30p 

2:50a 
3:00a 

TopcJsa 

Wichita 

Oklahoma City 

4:05a 6: 50a 

3:45a 

12:15a 
12:05a 

7:30a 

8:3Sa 

7 
• 7 

20a 
35a 

Ft.   Worth 
Ft.  Worth 

Dallas 

7!40p— 

J:45p 

7:55p 
—» 7;40p 

-10:00a 

l:55p 

Temple 

Houston 

-»5:J5p 

l:30p 

10:10a 

11:55a 

l:45p 
l:55p 

«:lSp 

Temple 

Austin 

San Antonio 

Laredo 

5:15p 

3:25p 

l:30p 
l:20p 

9:30a 

6:55p Nuevo Laredo 
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FIGURE 9 

INTERMODAL COMPETITION 

Mode Frequency   Time mileage Cojt 

Auto 546 
546 
450 

•J81.90 
Bus 27.00 
Rail  
Air 

                    2   8 hr 15 min  
60   1 hr 20 min              ,        

29.50 
56.00 

As a result of these factors ridership and revenues from a reversed schedule 
on Trains No. 15 and No. 10 are positive. Figure 10 shows the stations affected 
positively by the projKised schedule while figure 11 sliows the stations affected 
negatively. The methodology utilized was explained in item I.A. 

Figure 12 shows the net increase in passengers and revenues as a result of 
the schedule change. Because of the .schedule change the "Lone Star" will carry 
an average of 48,354 additional passengers jjer year whicli will generate addi- 
tional transportation revenues of $1,030,710 jier year. 

B. Operation of Laredo Leg Via Train 15/16—The proposed schedule change 
to the "Inter-American" necessitates o[)eration of the Laredo service via Train 
No. 15 and No. 16. This would provide good schedule times at Laredo and much 
more reliable connections to the "Aztec Eagle". 

Adding a Temple to Laredo leg on tlie "Lone Star" increases ridership and 
revenues. 

In addition, a Chicago to Laredo routing via the "I^one Star" would provide 
faster more reliable .service and better connections to the N.D.M. It is assumed 
that the Laredo leg of the "Lone Star" would operate daily betw^een Temple and 
Laredo as a coach-only train. 

As a result of tlie additional train .schedule between F"t. Worth and San 
Antonio and tlie faster more reliable service to Laredo, the tri-weekly patron- 
age carried on Train 21/22 shou'd more than double (l)a.sed on Marketing Re- 
search ridership model). It was estimated that patronage on the Laredo leg 
of the "Lone Star" would Increase by 105 percent. The projected volume is 
shown on Figure 13. 

Adding tlie Laredo leg to the "Lone Star" will thus add an average of 53,478 
passengers per year and $1,194,164 in .yearly tran.sjx)rtation revenues to the 
"Lone Star". Figure 14 shows the total transportation revenue and ridership 
gain to the "Lone Star" from operating the train on a different schedule and 
oi)erating a daily leg of the train to Ijaredo. 

Tlie total system effect of the proposed changes to the "Lone Star" and the 
"Inter-American" is shown on Figure 16. 

FIGURE 10 

LONE STAR STATIONS AFFECTED POSITIVELY 

Current 
boardings Total Projection 

1,636 32,994 
8 

65,98 
31,358 

195 5,813 13,079 
5,618 
1,050 15,311 34,450 

14, 261 
122 2,756 6,201 

2,634 
413 9,597 21, 593 

9,184 
751 14,631 32, 920 

13,880 

Kansas City'  

Lawrence'  

Topeka' _ 

Emporia'  

Newton > (1 way only). 

Wichita'(1 way only).. 

Total  81,102 174,231 

< Large cities 100-percent increase in passengers. 
3 Small and medium cities 125-percent increase in passengers. 
> Partially affected cities 50-percent increase in passengers. 

Note: See tfie following table: 
Passenger increase        93,129 
Average transportation revenue per passenger trains t^os. 15 and 16          }21.44 

Total revenue increase  (1,996,686 
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FiauRB  11 

LONE STAR STATIONS AFFECTED NEGATIVELY 

Current 
boardings Total Projection 

Ponci City'   ---   

P»n»i  

fiuthri*'  

Oklahoma City >  

Norman'  

Purcell"  

Pauls Valley'  

Ardfflorei (1 direction) '  

Gainesville" (I direction)  

Total - -  96.235 51,460 

I 50-percent decrease in passenters. 
' Partially affected cities 25-percent decrease in passengers. 

Note: See tfie following table: 
Passenger decrease - -    44,775 
Average transportation revenue per passenger trains No>. IS and 16     t21.44 

Revenue loss  $959,97 

FlOUBE 12.—RlDEBSHIP ANU TB.V.NSPOBTATION KEVENUE IMPACT OF RE\'EB8E 

SCHEDULE, NO. 10 AND NO. 16 
Passenger  increase  93,129 
Passenger decrease  44, 776 

280 8,400 4,200 
8,120 
248 5,278 2,639 

5,054 
102 3,156 1,578 

3,054 
2, 792 42,832 21,416 
40,040 

308 10, 793 5,397 
10, 485 

60 6,471 3,236 
6,411 

71 2,947 1,475 
2,876 

211 7,846 5,885 
7,634 
388 7,512 5,634 

Net passenger increase  '48,354 

Revenue increase    $1,966, 686 
Revenue  decrease  959, 967 

Net transportation revenue increase    '1,036,710 
' Per year. 

FioUKE 13.—TRANSPORTATION REVENUE AND RIDEBSHIP IMPACT OF LAREDO LEO ON 
THE LONE STAR 

Total projecteil tlirough rldership south of Temple—Daily Operation.        53, 478 
Average revenue iwr imssenger on tlie Inter-American         $22.33 

Total projected transportation revenue on Lone Star Laredo leg $1,194,164 

FIGURE 14.—Transportation Revenue and Ridership Oain on the Lone Star 

Net increase in i)assenKers trains No. l."> and No. 16 schedule change. 48, 354 
Projected yearly ridership on Lone Star south of Temple  53,478 

Total schedule change increase in Lone Star rldership        ' 101, 832 
Frequency increase on the "Lone Star"  (see Section III)  14,728 

Total increase in ridership on the Lone Star         '116,560 

Net  increa.se  In  tran,sportation   revenue  on   Ixine  Star schedule   $1,0.36,710 
change. 

Projected increase in transportation revenue on Lone Star Laredo     1,104,164 
leg. 

Total projected schedule change increase in transportation revenue ' $2, 230, 874 
on Lone Star. 

Projected increase in transiwrtation revenue on Lone Star  147,280 

Total projected increase in transportation revenue on Lone Star—   ^2,378,164 
• Per year. 
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///. Frequency effect 
As a result of originating tiie Laredo leg off of Train No. 15/16 at Temple 

there would be two daily frequencies between Ft. Worth and Austin; popula- 
tion 323,158 and San Antonio; population 888,179. This would substantially 
increase service and rldership in this congested corridor. 

According to the study by the Texas Transportation Institute the Dallas-Ft. 
Worth to San Antonio corridor Is the most congested in the state and has the 
greatest potential for rail transportation. Also in this corridor rail is competi- 
tive with the highway modes. Figure 15 (l)elow) lists tlie Intermodal relation- 
ships in the corridor. 

FIGURE 15 
INTERMODAL COMPETITION 

Mode Frequency   Time Mileige Cost 

Auto :  
BUI  
Rail  
Air         - 

  5 hr 40 min .._  
                   15   6 hr 20 min to 7 hr 15 min  
                    1   7 hr 25 min  

29   47 min  

270 
270 
312 

•S40.S0 
16.70 
19 JO 
41.00 

> At 15 cents per mile. 

As was noted previously, adding the Laredo leg to the "Lone Star" with the 
"Inter-American" terminating in San Antonio will double the current train 
frequency between Ft. Worth and San Antonio. Tliis will increase i>atronage 
tlirough the frequency effect. As a result of tliis effect local rldership on the 
two trains should more than double from the single train base rldership. Twice 
daily frequency increases patronage on the two trains by 29,456 passengers 
I>er year and transportation revenues by $294,560 per year. The system effect 
of these rldership increases is shown on Figure. 16. 

Figure 16 also shows the total system effect of the proposed changes to the 
"Lone Star" and the "Inter-American". The proposed changes In operations 
increa.ses yearly system rldership by 146,800 passengers and yearly system 
revenues by $3,588,819. 

As a result of terminating the "Inter-American" In San Antonio while extend- 
ing a leg of the "Lone Star" from Temple to Laredo 306 daily train miles (153' 
miles each way) are added to the system. Figure 17 shows the incremental 
system effect of adding these new train miles to the system. 

FIGURE   16 

REVENUE AND RIDERSHIP IMPACT OF ALTERING THE SCHEDULES OF TRAINS NOS. 15, 16, 21. AND 22 

Passenier increase (per year) 

"Inter- System 
"Lone Star"     American"' increasa 

Schedule change  101,832 15,512 117,344 
Frequency increase, Fort Worth-San Antonio  14,829 14,728 29,456 

Total            116,560             30,240 146,800 

> Figures assume daily operation Chicago-San Antonio. 

REVENUE INCREASE PER YEAR 

"Inler- 
"LoneStar"     American"' 

System 
increan 

Transportation _      J2,378,154 $493,663        $2,871,817 
Food and beverage'  237,815 49,366 287,181 

Total       2,615,969 543,029 3,158,998 

' Figures assume daily operation Chicago-San Antonio. 
' Food and beverage at 10 percent of transportation revenue. 

> San Antonio to Laredo train miles on the "Lone Star" leg are offset by terminatlnK 
tlio "Inter-American" at San Antonio. Tbe net addition of train miles Is between Temple 
nud San Antonio. 
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FiouBE n.—Incremental System Effect—Temple to Laredo Extension of the 
"Lone Stai^' 

Total system passenger increase  71, 940 
Average  syfH«m  passenger  increase/trip  99 
Annual train miles added '111,690 
Incremental  revenue passenger miles/incremental  train  mile  '116 
Incremental  transportation   revenue/incremental   train  mile  $12. 25 
Average trip length for additional passengers  '180 

' Per year. 
* In miles. 

AUSTIN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Austin, Tex., September 6,1977. 

To: Congressman J. J. (Jake) Pickle. 
From : John H. Gray, Manager, Traffic and Transportation Department. 

In response to your letter of August 5 so requesting, this Chamber's Amtrak 
Committee met August 17 to consider Amtrak's proposal (dated June, 1977) 
sent to you on August 2 by Amtrak's President Paul Relstrup for restructuring 
of Chicago-Texas-Mexico service. 

Our committee voted unanimously to strongly endorse and urge immediate 
implementation of this proposal. It's impact upon Austin would be almost en- 
tlreb' favorable .... Austin would have two daily trains in each direction; 
the southbound connection at I.«redo for Mexico City would be met; Austin 
would keep direct service to Little Rock and St. Louis, and would gain direct 
service to Oklahoma City and Kansas City, plus a second train to Chicago, plus 
connections at St. Louis with the National Limited for the east coast. Best of 
all, dally Austin service would apparently again be restored, after the recent 
rude shock of its lo.ss following only a one-month summer trial (during which 
montli. thanks somewhat to Amtrak but mostly to Missouri Pacific's obstruc- 
tionism, the service was abominable, with train's either very late or cancelled). 

The proposal is impressive. Somebody in Amtrak is finally looking at this 
orphan service (badly routed, planned, equlpjied, and operated since its incep- 
tion ; yet attracting surprising ridership without any reasonable degree of com- 
fort, convenience, or dependability) with a businesslike and analytical deter- 
mination to logirally solve the problems, not shuffle them around and deal from the 
bottom of the deck yet one more weary time. The potential market on these 
Texas routes is very large, and the travelling public will respond impressively, 
if ever given the decent routes, schedules, equipment, service, and the tender- 
loving care and attention tchich every passenger transportation organization 
should always employ. 

Our committee's strong supijort of this proposal's early implementation, how- 
ever, in no way mitigates our continuing demand (since 1970!) that the Inter- 
american must eventually be re-routed over renovated M.K.T. tracks direct from 
Dallas via Waco to Austin and San Antonio (the major demand corridor for this 
train) ; Fort Worth should have no valid complaint since the Lone Star would be 
giving them direct Chicago, Kan.sas City, Austin, San Antonio, and Laredo serv- 
ice—and a shuttle to the Interamerican at Dallas could give them Dallas, Little 
Rock, and St. Louis service (no one can successfully challenge that Dallas is the 
traffic focal point; 80 percent of the Austin/San Antonio traffic market is with 
Dallas). 

Nor does our endorsing this proposal reduce our insistence on the absolute 
necessity of restoring pullman service to the Laredo train, as soon as Amtrak's 
supply of puUmans which have been converted to head-end power is sufficient 
Not only will this restore compliance icith ICC regulations, but It is also vital to 
realizing this train's Chicago-Mexico City market potential by tackling and solv- 
ing the problems involved to quickly and permanently inaugurate Chicago- 
Mexico City Thru-Car Service. Only then will Chicago-Texas-Mexico service 
become what it should be, what Amtrak originally planned it to be, and what 
the travelling public's realmarket potential deserves. 

We very much appreciate your requesting our reaction and comments on 
Amtrak's own re-structtiring proposal. Please forward a copy of this letter, if 
possible, to President Relstrup. 

Amtrak's re-stnicturing proposal is sound and badly needed. Is there some 
way you can persuade them to quickly do it, and then get on with other badly 
neede<l things. . . . such as a new Au.stin Amtrak station, joint use of San 
Antonio's Southern Pacific station, directly re-routing the Interamerican over 
improved M-K-T tracks between Dallas-Waco-Austin-San Antonio, etc? 
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MissouBi PACIFIC AHD AMTBAK ON A OOLLISIOPT COTTBSB 

TBAINS   BUNNINQ   EIGHT   HOUBS   LATE;   PHANTOM   FREIOBTS 

(By Stephen M. Aug) 

The way William B. Strong, a Memphis machinery salesman, tells it, all is not 
well between the Missouri Pacific Railroad and Amtrak. 

The problems on his trip from Little Rociv, Ark., to Laredo, Tes., began at the 
Little Kock station when Amtrak's "Inter-American" was about 30 minutes late 
arriving. 

"That wasn't very unusual," Strong recalled the other day, "but when we 
didn't leave more or less immediately I asked what was going on." A trainman, 
he says, told him the delay was to give the engineer time to repair the headlight. 

After what seemed like a long time. Strong saw what he thought was the 
engineer strolling back through the sleeping car. "He spoke to the porter and a 
man I believe was an un-uniformed flagman from the rear asked what was hold- 
ing up the train. The flagman said, 'we're waiting on you to fix the headlight' 
And the engineer .said, 'that's been fixed for 30 minute.s' and he was waiting for a 
highball" (a signal from the conductor to start the train). 

Within minutes the train started—after a full hour at Little Rock and an hour 
and half behind schedule. 

The apparent lack of communication between the engineer and the conductor 
was still on Strong's mind a few minutes later when he saw the conductor and 
noticed he wasn't carrying a radio as train crewmen usually do. It turned out 
that on the Missouri Pacific, radio communic-ations between engine and crew 
members are for freight trains only. 

Then there was the "phantom" freight train. Alwut a mile from Devine, Tex., 
south of San Antonio, the Inter American came to a mllei)08t in a spjirsely .settled 
area and stopped. The conductor, Strong recalled, said " 'our train orders tell us 
to wait here at this point' until a certain time. He said it was just poor dispatch- 
ing, there really wasn't any problem." 

But Strong later learned tJiat the Inter-American is often ordered to stop at 
the mileiK>st near Devine even though there is no passing freight train in sight. 
Chasing a plmntom freight across Texas, ho called it. 

By the time the train arrived in Laredo it was more than two hours late, result- 
ing in Strong missing a connection to Mexico City. 

Strong's experience with the Inter-American—or, more to the iwint his ex- 
I^erience with the Missouri Pacific which oiiorates part of the Inter-American— 
is tuniing out to be fairly typical. 

Amtrak ofiicials contend tliat, of the 18 railroads that operate its trains, Mo- 
pac is by far the most dlflBcult to deal with. The litany of Amtrak complaints 
includes: 

One of the worst on-time records in the system despite the fact that Mopac is 
generally considered a profitable, well-maintained rail system. Statistically, when 
Amtrak trains are late, the systemwide average is 51 minutes late. On .Mopac, 
when they are late, Amtrak trains are averaging 144 minutes behind schedule 
time. 

Mopac is moving Amtrak trains too slowly. Mopac has a 60-mile-anJiour limit 
for both passenger and freight trains. Most railroads allow higher speeds for pas- 
senger trains and, until about five years ago, so did Mopac. So, while Santa Fe 
operates Amtrak trains at 00 miles an hour, and most other railroads run tliem 
79 miles an hour, on Moiiac they're limited to 00. 

Despite the fact that the law prohibits railroad from sidetracking Amtrak 
trains so freights can go by—except in emergencies—Moi>ac does it routinely. 
Freight train interference is the biggest cause of Amtrak delays on Mopac: 45 
percent of all time lost is due to freight train interference and 40 percent of all 
instances of delay are due to freight trains. 

Amtrak trains on Moiwc are late so freq\iently that on 29 instances between 
March 2 and .July 2—roughly one out of every four trii)s on the Inter-American— 
Amtrak had to provide buses for passengers from St. Louis to Chicago. Buses 
cost Amtrak $484 for each trip. 

There have been other problems involving tne Mojinc as well. A couple of years 
ago the Mij=souri Pacific refused to allow a Federal Railroad Administration 
track insitection car onto its tracks because of a .squabble over who would pay 
for liability insurance. 
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Then there was the time this imst June when a dispatcher in a tower near the 
Dallas railroad station refused to allow Amtrak's luter-American to back into 
an unoccupied track—others were occupied by freight or mail trains—because 
he wanted to put another freight train on the track. According to one observer, 
he told an Amtrak representative at the station that his salary was paid by 
freight revenues and not by "damn" Amtrak i>assenger trains. 

When an ambulance was reipiired to evacuate a sick dining-car cook, the same 
day, it was delayed because the train was too far out into the yards. The train 
finally left Dallas about four hours late. 

But what really infuriated Amtrak's management was the trip the Inter- 
Ameriain made on June 19. The train—which runs between Chicago and Laredo— 
arrived at Ijiredo eight hours late. 

So late was the train, in fact, that when it arrived at Corning, Ark., the ere%v's 
time on duty reached the maximum of 12 hours allowed under federal law. Crew 
members simply walked off the train and the Inter-American sat for two hours 
and 43 minutes waiting for a new crew. 

The same day the train had to be refueled at Little Rock—not a normal fueling 
stop. The reason : Delays were so long that the engine ran out of fuel. The long 
delays aUso ran down batteries in the passenger cars and air conditioning failed. 

There was, It Is true, a wreck at NeelyvlUe, Mo., but tlie Inter-American was 
kept behind five freight trains before It could clear the wreck. 

Nor Is the poor .service to Amtrak—and the resulting poor relationships between 
Amtrak and Missouri I'acille—a particularly new matter. There have been dis- 
putes betwen them for years. It was one of the first problems Amtrak President 
Paul E. Relstrup tried to solve when he arrived at the company 2% years ago. 

During a round of meetings with chief executives of railroads operating Amtrak 
trains, Reistrup met with John H. Lloyd, president of the Mopac. "I must say that 
at that session I found out that there were very many things that Amtrak was 
doing wrong and we immediately took steps to correct those," Reistrup recalled 
in an interview the other day. 

"An awful lot of billing and accounting squabbling was going on. Some of it 
bordered on being ludicrous. For Instance, we asked them to re-rall a locomotive 
and the bill was . . . what you might be charged for towing your automobile, 
and we refuse<l to pay It. . . . It just caused all sorts of misunderstandings," he 
said. 

But operating problems continued—as did a Mopac law suit against iVmtrak 
involving rental payments for Union Station in St. Ix>uls (which Mopac won). 

Operations became so bad this past winter, that Reistrup met again with 
Lloyd on Jan. 12. It was, he says, "an effort to see if we really could solve some 
of these operating problems and encourage the . . . (Mopac) to negotiate with 
us a new contract. ... to bring about improvements In the operation and also 
better comi)ensatlon for them." 

Such a new contract—adopted by most of the railroads that operate Amtrak 
trains—pays railroads more money for better on-time performance and improve- 
ments in other service.^. Amtrak currently pays Mopac about $285,000 a month to 
run -sections of three trains: Inter-American, Lone Star and National Limited. 
The Inter-American alone costs $210,000, said one Amtrak official. 

Reistrup .said he made Lloyd aware of his complaints. The impression he got, 
Reistrup recalls, was one of, "their organization Is a highly efficient, very profita- 
ble and very hard-nosed one. And, really, I think, feels that our passenger opera- 
tion gets In their way. 

Lloyd's view is slightly different: "In the first place . . . they haven't paid 
their charges in accordance with their contract. I wouldn't say they're far behind, 
they just nit-pick everything we assess them. We finally had to take them to 
court to get rental charges." 

Although he concedes Amtrak and Mopac have had problems, "otherwise we 
wouldn't have taken them to court . . . there's no question I would love to run 
tlielr passenger trains on time, because then it's easy to schedule a train. Nobody 
likes to receive criticism when they think they're running a good railroad, and 
we think we have the best railroad in the country." 

Nevertheless, he does concede that Mopac freight trains interfere with Amtrak's 
pas.senger trains: "I'm sure that there are delays due to freight train interfer- 
ence, but when the original schedules are established it's most difficult to 
delay . . . our freight trains waiting for a delayed passenger train ... I just 
can't stop the whole railroad waiting for a delayed passenger train." Lloyd said 
there are delays in terminals for which Mopac is not responsible. 
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Further, he said in an interview, the line south from St. Louis is a densely used 
freight line, apparently one reason there are more frequent delays there than on 
the Kansas City-St. Louis line where Mopac operates the National Limited for 
Amtrak. 

Lloyd said, too, he is aware of the law requiring passenger trains to be given 
preference over freights: "We comply with it to the best of our ability."' 

Quite obviously, with a performance record as poor as that of the Inter-Ameri- 
can, it Is far from the most heavily used train in the Amtrak system. During the 
first five months of this year, it averaged almost 50 passengers per trip. On 
June 19 when it was delayed eight hours, only about 10 passengers were on board 
when the five-car train left St. Louis. 

"The passenger load on that train has varied quite a lot," says Dr. Dan Mona- 
ghan. a Garland, Tex., optometrist who is also a director of the National Associa- 
tion of Railroad Passengers, a nationwide consumer organization. "They'll get 
the thing straightened out . . . Last summer they got it straightened out . . . the 
business built up, then they had that wreck at Hawkins, Tex., in the fall of last 
year." 

Unable to convince Mopac to come to its terms, Amtrak officials have ap- 
proached the Justice Department as a first step in suing Mopac in federal court 
over violations of the federal law under which Amtrak operates. Amtrak is not 
allowed to sue the railroads and must convince the Justice Department to do so. 

The suit would charge freight-train interference. The law prohibits operating 
railroads from sidetracking Amtrak trains so freight can go by. This had lieen a 
principal complaint of rail passengers before the creation of Amtrak. some con- 
tending it was the railroads' way of discouraging passengers and finally getting 
out of a money-losing business. 

Reistrup said Amtrak also may seek the aid of the Secretary of Transportation 
Brock Adams to force Mopac to increase Its speed limit on passenger trains. 
Reistrup said he was unsuccessful in trying to convince the last secretary Wil- 
liam T. Coleman, Jr., to have Mopac increase its speed, but he may have better 
luck with the current administration. 

Under the law, the secretary may order a speed increase, but he can also decide 
whether the railroad is to receive extra pay for higher speeds. 

Amtrak, however, may have yet another law suit against Mopac. The federal 
law governing Amtrak also requires railroads to provide at least the same level 
of service they were delivering when Amtrak began operations May 1, 15)71. 
Mopac lowered Its speed limits for pas.senger trains on its Kansas CIty-St. Louis 
line to 60 from 65 miles an hour In Deceml.)er 1972. 

Mr. RooNEY. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Illinois, 
Mr. Madigan. 

STATEMENT OF PATH H. REISTRUP, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RAIL- 
ROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK), ACCOMPANIED BY 
DON BRAZIER, VICE PRESIDENT, FINANCE, AND JOHN LOMBARDI, 
DIRECTOR,   STATE   AND   LOCAL   AFFAIRS—Resumed 

Mr. MADIGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Reistrup, if we can get back to some of the things that you have 

said this morning—earlier this morning you identified as one of the 
problems, I believe at the point where Chairman Rooney was admon- 
ishing you to spend more time in the office and less time out riding the 
trains, j-ou indicated that one of the problems you have is that you 
have not been able to attract deputies to help you with the operations 
of running Amtrak, is that correct ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Yes; I am referring really to the operating and en- 
gineering side. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Later then, when he asked you to identify one of the 
management decisions made recently that you felt would be beneficial 
for Aintrak, you said that you had instituted a 5 percent cut in man- 
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agement. Those two statements on the one hand that you can't get 
the kind of people you want and on the other liand a 5-percent cut 
in management ordered by you being a beneficial action have me 
confused. Could you explain that? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Yes; I felt that we were top heavy in the mana- 
gerial ranks in the administrative field. We ought to be spending not 
only our work dollar but our managerial dollar in getting things 
done, repairing eqmpment, managing the operation out in the field, 
rather than writing letters to each other in an office. We also had in 
the early days of Amtrak brought in people who came to us that were 
just available and some of whom weren't really proving out too well 
at Amtrak or were not at home. The eliminations were done, I hope 
all of them were—but the intent was that the least-performing people 
would go. We grade them every year on performance and the lower 
grades were the ones that were removed. 

Mr. MADIOAN. Will any of these positions that you free up as a re- 
sult of that then be changed to acquiring these operational deputies? 
Is that your intention ? 

Mr. REISTRTIP. In one case, yes, Mr. Madigan. But the operations 
deputy that I am talking about would be at the vice-presidential 
level. One key person would go a long way toward solving the problem. 
I have someone hooked but not netted for that job. There would be 
a vice-presidential position eliminated if that comes to pass. 

Mr. MADIGAN. I^t me give you an example. I hope what I have here 
is inaccurate. I hope it is not as bad as it appeai-s to be. If this is 
correct, then it would seem to lend a lot of weight to the criticism 
that Amtrak is not capable of running a passenger railroad, that the 
management is not capable of doing that. I hope that is not true. 

One of the trains being identified here for a reduction in frequency 
of service is the Zephyr that runs I believe from Chicago to Oakland. 

Mr. REISTRUP. Yes. 
Mr. MJVDIGAN. The material that you have provided indicates that 

that train has a load factor that ranges from 88.4 percent up to 98 
percent. As a matter of fact, we have a thing here that indicates that 
some 1,312 coach seat reservations were denied by Amtrak on that 
train, some 357 first-class roomette reservations were denied by Amtrak 
and some 566 bedrooms. That is over 2,000 reservation requests that 
were denied, I presume because of the high load factor. I wonder why 
a train with a load factor like that would be scheduled for a reduction 
in service. But more importantly I wonder how in the world you can 
operate a train with that kind of load factor and lose $10.8 million a 
year. These things that have been provided to the subcommittee 
would indicate that that is exactly what happened. Could you explain 
that to me ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Ye^, Mr. Madigan. 
With the exception of the holiday period, and that sort of train 

does not get the crush on the Wednesday before Thanksgiving that 
the corridor does, the heaviest travel is in August. You picked the 
month. In fact the day I was on it we really were sold out. The load 
factor average for the year would not be that high. I would make a 
stab at about 55 percent. The western service is to get the new bilevel 
cars—they are overdue, Pullman is now on strike—and this will 

14-414 0 .78-11 
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add to the capacity on the trains. Wc will also be able to run it more 
economically. If you rode that ti-ain today you would not find an 88- 
percent load factor on it. It is a very seasonal operation, which is true 
of all those out west. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Then instead of considering it for a reduction in 
serv'icc why don't we run it on a seasonal basis ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. This has been considered in the past. The start-up 
costs to, in effect, begin an operation and have all this equipment 
sitting around would just be prohibitive. 

Mr. MADIGAN. More prohibitive than running a train in January 
and February and March and April because somebody is going to 
want to ride it next. August ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. It might be a worthwhile exercise to go through 
this. It would be something like a cruise ship that you mothball 
except at Christmas or in the summer. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Or a ski resort or any kind of seasonal business? 
I want to talk to you about the dining buffet on Amtrak. It would 

appear here that you took in $18 million and your expenses were $54 
million for a deficit of $35 million. Do those figures seem to be 
correct ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. It includes coach attendants. Mr. Brazier keeps the 
books. I am not sure whether the sleeping car and coach attendants 
are in that. 

Mr. BR.\ZIER. This would be the people associated with the dining 
and buffet service. The expenses, as you state, are roughly correct. 
It has cost us about $56 million through August of this fiscal year 
and our revenues are about $19 million through August of this fiscal 
year. 

Mr. MADIGAN. The difference is about $36 or $37 million. 
Mr. BRAZIER. Essentially what you said, sir. 
Mr. MADIGAN. You may be interested in knowing that that is twice 

as much as the U.S. Postal Service lost on its entire operation in the 
last fiscal year. You lost twice as much as they did in 1973. You lost 
twice as much on food service alone as the Postal Service lost on every- 
thing. 

Mr. Reistrup, can we talk about a train that I am familiar with 
which you and I have talked alwut before. I want to talk about the 
Chicago-St. Ijouis corridor which is a corridor that you once indi- 
cated to me is one of the tetter Amtrak routes in terms of profitability. 
It appears again that that train has revenues somewhere in excess 
of $3 million annually and expenses in excess of $10 million for a loss 
of something slightly in excess of $7 million. I am trying to determine 
how that $10 million is spent. We understand that Amtrak spends 
so much monev with the Illinois Central, whose tracks you would be 
operating that train on, for the crew and the use of the tracks and in 
an unofficial or informal response to an inquiry Illinois Central in- 
dicates that Amtrak pays them about $3 million a year for the crew 
and the u.se of the track. Does that roughly seem to he an accurate 
figure? 

Mr. BRJ\ZIER. I just don't recall those amounts. 
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Mr. REISTRUP. We could provide for the record a breakdown. It 
does not sound unreasonable because in general we pay the railroad 
about what the train brings in. 

Mr. MADIGAN. The railroad receives a sum of money about equal to 
the revenues of the train ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Yes, as a rule of thumb. 
Mr. MADIOAN. IS that the way they base the charge that they make ? 
Mr. REISTRUP. No, sir. It is based on above-the-rail expenses. In the 

case of Illinois Central-Gulf they are still on the 1971 contract. There 
is an override on that—as I recall it, it is 5 percent—to cover things 
that might be overlooked. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Then for $3 million you have the use of the rail and 
the crew. Out of your caj^ital budget which is not involved here you 
acquire the train. Now we have $7 million to account for with the 
track and the crew and the train already accounted for. How in the 
world do we spend the other $7 million ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. There is depreciation. 
Mr. BRAZIER. It is equipment maintenance, depreciationj the fair 

share of station costs that support that particular route. It is general 
overhead of the corporation, proportionate marketing expenses, the 
expense of running the reservation system that is attributable to oper- 
atmg that train. Wo can give you a very detailed breakdown of now 
those costs were developed. 

[The following information was received for the record:] 

CHICAOO-ST. LOUIS CORRIDOR ROUTE PROFIT (LOSS) SUMMARY 

For the record of the hearings in March 1&77 before the House Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Transportation Amtrak submitted an exhibit at page 471 of 
route-by-route profit and loss for PY 197G. On this exhibit the Ghicago-St. Louis 
route reflects revenues of $3.2 million and expenses of $10.2 million. Subse- 
quentl.v Amtrali has develoi^ed its Iloute Profitability System to determine the 
costs of routes and trains on a ongoing basis at a detail cost level. 

The following is the detail Route Profitability Report for the Ohicago-St. 
Louis route for FY li>77. Corjwrate general and administrative expenses and 
interest are not allocated to routes. State 403(b) payments on this route of 
$400,000 are not shown in revenue below. 

National Railroad Passenger Corp.: Route profltabiUty system, route profit or 
loss summary 

Fiscal near 
Revenue: ''"T 

Transportation    $1, 972,448 
Food and beverage  228, 500 
Mail, express and other  21,447 

Subtotal       2, 222, 404 

Expenses?: 
Direct ex];>enses: 

Train/engine crew  800, 815 
Train fuel and power  257,453 
On board service: 

I^bor  282,140 
Supplies    152,638 

Other direct  4,486 

Subtotal      1, 587, 511 
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National RaUroad Pa^genger Corp.: Route profitability sygtem, route profit or 
logs summary—Continued 

Expenses—Continued                                                  _ Fiscal gear 
Common expenses:                                         ' •""'^ 

Station services  525, "93 
Transportation  84,183 
Locomotive maintenance  400,388 
Oar maintenance  652, 744 
Track related maintenance  1,632 
Facility related maintenance  1, 763 
Common facilities overhead  656, 775 
CM:her common expenses  825,907 

Subtotal   —     3,149,185 

Other railroad: 
Contract avoidable expense  68,352 
Assumption of liability  14,145 
Allocated performance payments  1, 440 

Subtotal   78,937 
Oi)crating support  596, 928 

Depreciation, taxes, and Insurance: 
Depreciation   206,526 
Taxes     55,951 
Insurance  55,068 

Subtotal   316,544 

Total exiwnses      5, 728,105 

Profit   (loss)  —3, 505, 701 

Mr. MADIOAV. I would like that because I think what Mr. Pickle has 
said and what Mr. Florio has said and I believe what Mr. Rooney 
believes to be true and what I think is going to have to l)e true, is 
that this subcommittee is going to have to look at what you do with 
your money. We are going to have to make some judgments as to 
whether or not we want you to continue doing that. I think that is 
what Mr. Reistrup says when he indicates that he wants some direc- 
tion from the subcommittee as to what kind of railroad we want you 
to run. I don't understand the allocations of these costs. Is Amtrak 
self-in.sured or do you buy insurance? 

Mr. BRAZIER. We buv insurance, Mr. Madigan. We have an insurance 
program. It is basically based upon a "catastrophic" insurance policy 
which means that we purchase insurance with relatively high deducti- 
ble amounts. It is a policy that is ba.sed upon relative economics. The 
insurance industry rates for passenger rail service are very high. In 
fact, we have had difficulty  

Mr. MADIGAN. Is it purchased on a competitive basis, on a bid basis? 
Mr. BRAZIER.. NO; it is not. It is purchased on a negotiated basis 

through an insurance broker. 
Mr. MADIOAX. IS the cost of insurance for the trains arbitrarily allo- 

cated within the Amtrak central office in a manner that evenly divides 
the costs among all the trains without regard to the specific losses 
of individual routes? 

Mr. BRAZIER. I would have to look at our allocation formula on that, 
Mr. Madigan. I cannot answer that offhand. In our route profitability 
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system we ha%'e allocation procedures, and there are literally hundreds 
of formulas that address each type of cost, and how those are allocated 
is based on a judgnient that we hope fairly allocates them to the routes. 

[The following information was received for the record:] 

ALLOCATION OF PUBLIC LIABILITY INSURANCE COSTS 

Amtrak's public liability insurance costs are allocated to trains on the basis 
of car miles operated on each train. Amtrak also pays the operating railroads for 
assuming the liability on their own personnel and property in Amtrak operations. 
This cost is charged to Amtrak and allocated to trains on the basis of train 
miles. 

Mr. MADIGAN. It seems to me if we are going to help you be a less 
criticized operation that we are going to have to have a lot of detailed 
information so that we can show individual Members of Congress 
what it actually costs to nm trains tlirough their districts and in their 
States. The allocation of costs by Amtrak is a very important thing 
in making those computations. It seems impossible to me that you can 
actually lose almost $11 million a year on that Chicago-Oakland train. 
It seems impossible to me that you can lose $7 million a year running 
on a route that is Greyhound's most profitable route, the Chicago to 
St. Louis corridor. I don't believe those things are true. I think that 
the costs of other routes that are terribly unprofitable are being arbi- 
trarily and improperly assigned to those routes and that we have to 
get to that. I am saying that to you because I want you to provide 
to the subcommittee enough information that we can understand how 
all of the costs are allocated within Amtrak. 

Mr. BRAZIER. Mr. Madigan, may I address that for a moment before 
we leave the point. We are very concerned that our accounting systems 
and systems for determining train profitability be fair. We have done 
a lot of work and put in a lot of effort to assure to the best of our 
i'udgment that that is so. In addition, in order that we might not 
lave an internal bias that possibly we did not recognize, we have 

asked outside operations to look at our route profitability system and 
allocation procedures. More specifically we have asked some of the 
railroads to do this who have been in rail passenger service and who 
have experience in this area and who have gone through the trials 
and tribulations in the years before Amtrak took over, of proving to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission that certain trains and opera- 
tions were uneconomical. 

Mr. MADIGAN. We have consumed 2 hours here and we go on and 
on and on and say a lot of things that aren't necessarv. It is not 
necessary for you to justify to me wliat you are doing. Wliat I want 
you to do is provide me with what you are doing so that I can look at it. 

Mr. BRAZIER. We certainly will. [Sec pp. 167 through 196.] 
Mr. MADIGAX. My last question is for Air. Reistrup. If the Congress 

were to give you the additional $5.5 million that you are requesting, 
then you would in fact interpret that as Congress meaning that they 
want you to continue what you have been doing, would you not? 

Mr. REISTRUP. I would interpret it as continuing largely to the 
greatest extent what we have been doing, that there should be a con- 
tinuation of the service pattern that we had in August of 1977, yes. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Thank you, Mr. Reistrup. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooNEY. Thank you, Mr. Madigan. 
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The Chair now recognizes the distinguished chairman of the full 
committee, from AVest Virginia, Congressman Staggers. 

Chairman STAGGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to commend you and the subcommittee for holding these 

liearings. I think they are very appropos and at a proper time when 
this organization is coming up and asking for more money. I think 
they need to justify it. 

I want to commend you, Mr. Reistrup, for the job you are doing. I 
wonder if those around you are doing as good a job or doing what 
you want done or maybe not doing the things you want done. 

I am very much interested in the questions of Mr. Madigan. The 
only way that this subcommittee or this Congress can do anything 
about it is to have the knowledge about wliat is going on and how the 
money is being spent. As he said, the least that can be done is for those 
who are in the different departments to supply to this subcommittee 
the different ways they are spending money. We have had complaints 
from all over this land about tlie way Amtrak runs. I don't say it is all 
bad because people who ride the Shenandoah tell me that it is a good 
train, well run, well equipped, clean, and doing a good job. I have not 
ridden it. 1 intend to do that. I intend to correct that right away be- 
cause I would like to ride it. 

There are several questions I would perhaps like to ask too but I am 
not going to take the time this morning. 1 don't know of any place in 
the Congress that we need more oversight than we do on Amtrak right 
now. You might say, "Why are you picking us out ?" Because I think 
that rail service is important to this land. I think it is vitally important 
with the energy crisis that we have. For it not to be progressing and 
going aiiead is not what Congress intended at all. We intended when 
it first started for this to not only get stalled but to progress and get 
better as the years go by and haul more passengers. Instead of that, it 
seems to me you get fewer and fewer passengers. That does not seem 
to me a profitable way to run the railroad. 

I am not criticizing you because I think you are trying to do a 
good job. I do ci-iticize some you have working for you. 1 think there 
IS a lot of inefficiency in tiie Amtrak organization. I would like this 
subcommittee to go into every facet they can and if they need sub- 
penas to go down there to find out what is going on, we will see that 
they get them. If they don't, we will have the 0\ersight Committee 
turn their attention to it. 

I think there are a lot of things that are going on that you don't 
know, and inaylie if you didn't know j-ou could not correct. I think 
the time has come for the Congress to know these operations and to 
try to correct them and to get this thing running the way it should be. 

I think we need a nationwide rail passenger service. I don't think 
we need it piecemeal. I tliink it ought to be nationwide. That was the 
intent when it started and I think that is what it should be. 

Now I would like to ask this. I understood you to say something 
about not adhering to the criteria and procedure—that you didn't 
have to do this in cutting the frequency of tliese trains. Is this true? 

Mr. Er.isTKUP. Yes, Mr. Chairman. The first page of the route and 
serAnce criteria explains that this is to be used for route additions, 
totally new routes, or elimination of routes, but not necessarily—and 
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the word "necessarily" is in there—but not necessarily for frequency 
changes. 

Chairman STAGGERS. DO you think it is moi-ally right that you 
don't adhere to the criteria that have been set up ? 

Mr. EEISTRLT. If we had the time I would rather follow the cri- 
teria but not necessarily the entire criteria process, because it takes 
forever, with as many trains as we have. If we had to use it for ever}' 
timetable change of 5 minutes, for instance, we would never be able 
to reschedule our trains. But I would say that we ought to have some 
sort of standard other than just purely economic for all of the service 
reductions that we have had. Basically I believe that we ought to be 
operating the trains daily or not at all and that would mean that the 
criteria process would have to be used because we cannot eliminate 
one unless we do use it. 

I don't believe you were present in the room but I have had rather 
frustrating time in trying to encourage the Board that is responsible 
for the route criteria, and I have a vote since Congress put me on the 
Board, I am a member, but I have liad to sort of, along with the Sec- 
retary's representative, encourage them to use it. It is really the 
Boaid's job and I have told them that. 

Chairman STAGGERS. I think we ought to be working on the Board 
a little more then. 

Mr. REISTRUP. We need new members, Mr. Chairman. Maybe you 
can help. 

Chairman STAGGERS. I have asked the White House to appoint those 
members. I hope they put some members on that Board that are strict 
and want to see Amtrak run right and will pay attention to what is 
going on, and will see that these criteria and procedures are followed 
when important changes are being made. 

Now I would like to talk about the Shenandoah. Do you know that 
the imions have made an agreement with Amtrak to run their crews 
further and save Amtrak the amount of $298,3r)8 a year. 

Mr. RT^JSTRUP. I am not familiar in detail but I do know that those 
negotiations have been going on. 

Chairman STAGC.ERS. Tliev have been completed. This agreement 
was arrived at on July 17. That is a good while ago. I think by now. 
Mr. Reistrup, you should have known this. If not, some of the peo- 
ple working for you should have told you. 

I think another thing is that the schedule has been run backwards 
on that train all the time it has been running. Nobody wants to come 
in here in the nighttime. They want to come in in the morning and 
go out at night. It certainly was started out to go to Denver. If it had 
gone to Denver, I think it would have been a paying proposition, but 
it has never gone bej'ond Cincinnati. Is it ever going to go beyond 
Cincinnati? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Mr. Chairman, I wish I could answer that. There 
aren't any tracks beyond Cincinnati. 

Chairman STA(K)ERS. Don't tell me there are no tracks from Cin- 
cinnati to St. Tjouis. 

Mr. REISTRUI". To get up to Indianapolis where we are supposed 
to be running, hut we could go on the B and O. Of course that would 
not serve populous centers between Cincinnati and St. Louis. 
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I think that the Shenandoah is a nice operation as you have men- 
tioned. I liave been on it since we were together on the Inaugural. 
They have wonderful crews and jrood service. We are planning to 
change the schedule to an overnight instead of a daytime schedule. 
I think that is part of the intent of an experimental tiuin, to see if it 
will do better on an overnight schedule. 

Chairman STAGGERS. It started at the wrong end so far as I am 
concerned. It seemed like whoever set up the schedule did not mean 
it to be prosperous. 

The Capital Limited used to be one of the most profitable trains 
and most-used trains that came into Washington because it was filled 
up nearly all the time coming from the West into Washington. It 
was a direct route. Today there is no place for it to go, just up to 
Cincinnati. I don't see how you can expect it to be profitable. I think 
some arrangement ought to be made for it to run further. 

Another problem is Amtrak's concept of an experimental train. 
I know it was the intent of Congress when it passed the law that an 
experimental train not be run just once a day. It was to be run on 
a full-time basis. We didn't spell it out because we thought it made 
sense when we passed it that you would realize it was meant to give 
it a full trial for 2 years. Now I understand they are talking about 
cutting it back. There is no experimental train that will be a success 
when it is cut back. Anybody with common sense ought to know that. 
You just can't do it. 

That is about all I have to say. I do want to commend you for what 
you are tr>'ing to do. I think you need to have somebody around you 
who will help you a bit. 

Mr. REISTRUP. I would agree, Mr. Chainnan. We have made prog- 
ress. The computer area is one. Labor relations is another. I do need 
help though. 

Chairman STAGGERS. I know you do. I wanted to tell you about this. 
You didn't know about the labor contract, but it does have a saving of 
$289,000 a year. That ought to be something. It ought to have been 
computed into this loss or gain when the Shenandoah was computed 
because it was available. 

Mr. REISTRUP. I will provide that to you as to whether or not this 
was taken into account on the bottom line analysis. 

Chairman STAGGERS. Probably it was not even known down there. 
Tliank you. 

Mr. REISTRUP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to commend you 
again and the subcommittee for the work j'ou are doing. I think Am- 
trak is important to this land. I think it is going to get more im- 
portant. I think if an emergency should arise in the country and we 
have to have it. then we will have to spend billions. I think you are 
doing a great job not only rierht now but for the future of this land. 

Mr. R«)NEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I recognize the gentleman from New Jersey. 
Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Rooney, I have a question that Mr. Santini re- 

quested that I ask. Before doinsr that I would obser\e one of the things 
that has come out of this meeting this morning that is new to me is 
the whole question of holding over members of the board and the fact 
that Mr. Reistrup has indicated that this has l)een a factor in the 
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delay in the implementationi of the route criteria evaluations. I would 
suggest that either you, Mr. Chairman, individually or on behalf of 
the entire subcommittee direct a specific communication to the Presi- 
dent requesting that these appointments be made as rapidly as pos- 
sible so that we can have an active, interested board to cooperate as 
much with management as is possible in order to expedite considera- 
tion. 

Mr. Santini's question is that the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion has just completed the "Amtrak Through Route and Joint Fare 
Study" mandated by section 106 of the Rail Transportation Improve- 
ment Act of 1976. In his letter to the Congress transmitting that study 
Chairman O'Neal states, "The failure of Amtrak to offer in timely 
manner any meaningful comment in this ptxx:eeding denied the Com- 
mission the benefit of information peculiarly within Amtrak's posses- 
sion and significantly impaired our ability to conduct a thorough study 
and to make a comprehensive recommendation." Mr. Santini's ques- 
tion is: "Why and what is your response to that ?" 

Mr. REISTRUP. Just a plain goof. I would even refer to it as stupid. 
I think tliat I might comment a little bit about attitude too which may 
have led to the goof. 

I have had to practically stuff down ray people's throats the idea 
of bus cooperation. Our timetable shows buses in it and intermodal 
connections are referred to and also commuter train connections on 
many of the pages of the timetable. But since we have been in a sort 
of fur-flying fight with the bus industry, many of my people, I would 
say 99 percent of them, disagree with me and don't think we ought 
to be working with the bus, and that actually carried over into this 
ICC study which is intermodal in nature. 

Mr. FLORIO. What personnel are we t-alking about? When you talk 
about personnel who disagree with you whom are we talking about? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Anybody from vice presidents down to the ticket 
clerk. I think it is more evident that it is ticket clerks because they 
don't want to sell a bus ticket and we do have these joint arrangements. 
I think the most important thing that we can do now is to try to 
recoup this. It was just basically a goof. We had a minimal submis- 
sion but that is almost worse than none at all. I will see if something 
can be done intermodally. 

Our rates are not regulated. The ICC regulates the bus rates and 
the through rate is much more complicated than through ticketing. 
Through ticketing is relatively easy. Today we do sell tickets for each 
mode, each of us, and it is actually a combination of fares. In other 
words. Bonanza But Line plus Amtrak is the way it works rather 
than a joint through rate. I think this needs attention. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Reistrup, what have you done to overcome the 
reluctance of employees or managerial personnel to follow directives ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. I have done everything within my power and even 
have met with the National Association of Motorbus Owners, now 
called the Bus Association, and all that has been forthcoming is a 
battle. I think that had there been some evidence of cooperation—^the 
key to bus-rail cooperation is the attitude of both. We can't have con- 
necting carriers that are fighting each other doing business together. 
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So, the attitude has to be straightened out first. For my part I am 
ready. Then my troops will join me. They just don't see any sense in 
our trying to work with somebody who is jabbing us in the side with 
spears all the time as a practical matter. That is a fact. Bead their 
stuff, you can see it. You will probably hear some today. 

Mr. FLORID. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RODNEY. Thank you, Mr. Florio. 
I have several questions but in the interest of time I am going to 

send these to you and would appreciate very much your reply. 
tTestimony resumes on p. 197.] 
The following material was received for the record:] 
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October 21, 1977 

Mr. Paul Reistrup 
President 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
AJITRAK 
95S  North L'Enfqnt Plaza,   S.   W. 
Washington,  D.  C.     20024 

Dear Paul: 

As I indicated in the hearings last week, I am attaching 
a number of questions which wero not asked then, in the interest 
of time. 

In order that the record nay be closed, I wobld appreciate 
receiving your repponses as soon as possible. 

Again, let ne express ny appreciation for your appearance 
at the hearings.  I am sorry that we were unable to hear your 
testimony at the scheduled time.  I recognize that retaining you 
for a second day precluded you from keeping a number of inportant 
apppintnents.  This was most unfortunate and I an very sorry. 

With best wishes - 

Sincerely, 

Fred B. Rooney, Chairman 
Subcoranittee on Transportation 

and Cownerce 

Enclosure 
BD/cs 
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National Railroad Passenaer Co^ooration. 9SS L'EMant Plaia Norlh. S.W.. Washmotoo, DC. 20024   Telaphone (202) 464-7100 

November 8,   1977 

Amtrak 

Honorable Fred B. Rooney 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Transportation 

and Commerce 
Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce 

House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C.   20515 

Dear Mr.   Chairraein; 

Enclosed are Amtrak's responses to the questions 

posed in your letter of October 21, 1977. 

Best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

Reistrup 
ident 

Enclosures 
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QUESTION:  (#1) 

Amtrak requested an operational subsidy including the 
Northeast Corridor of $500 million, which was the same amount 
included in President Carter's budget.  I understand that when 
you agreed to this amount, you also stated it would include 
certain service reductions.  Would you indicate what service 
reductions you had in mind at that time, and how they compare 
with the service reductions contemplated if an appropriation 
for the full $545 million authorization is not received? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

At the time of budget hearings in March 1977, Amtrak was 
evaluating 6 routes against the Criteria for Making Route and 
Service Decisions: 

Chicago-Washington/Norfolk 
Chicago-Florida 
Oakland-Bakersfield 
Seattle-Portland 
Washington-Martinsburg 
New York-Philadelphia 

During the intervening months these routes have been 
subjected to continuing study.  One of the routes has been 
restructured (Chicago-Norfolk/Washington).  Another(Chicago- 
Florida) is In the final stages of review. 

Today our active list includes: 

Chicago-Washington 
Chicago-Laredo 
Chicago-Flor ida 
Oakland-Bakersfield 
Seattle-Portland 
Washington-Martinsburg 
New York-Philadelphia 
Chicago-Seattle (South) 
Kansas City-NYC/Washington 
Chicago-Houston 
Chicago-NYC/Boston 
Chicago-Oakland 

All of these routes are being evaluated for possible 
restructuring/discontinuance.  If required to reduce service 
in order to live with a reduced appropriation, the Amtrak Board 
would, in all likelihood, select service from this list. 



168 

I was informed by a letter dated September 9 that you 
"informed the Appropriations Committees that we would try to 
adjust our operations to live within the amount appropriated." 
You then state, "Nevertheless, flmtrak management now feels 
that consideration of the possibility of a supplemental request 
by the Board is appropriate." Would you please explain why 
you now believe it is appropriate to go contrary to the previous 
promise to the Congress? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

The previous commitment still holds in that we will adjust 
operations to fit within the funds made available, plus revenues. 
However, the commitment was made, as was our original request, 
before Amtrak was able to get an updated measure of cost increase 
trends applicable to the railroad industry.  We now have an 
updated estimate of probable inflationary impact for the fiscal 
year that is some eleven million dollars higher than our original 
estimate.  Also,  detailed staff work on projected savings from 
service frequency decreases has only recently been completed. 
We have found that the upper limit on savings from frequency 
decreases will be reached fairly quickly, and that frequency 
reductions will not provide the savings originally anticipated. 
This is because we would be cutting trains that are returning 
more in revenue than can be saved by dropping these trains 
unless a whole route or group of routes can be discontinued 
altogether, thus permitting savings in heavy fixed costs.  It 
also appears that discontinuing whole routes or groups of 
routes will be time-consuming under the Criteria and Procedures, 
and the fiscal year is already running, so that cuts will have 
to be more massive than originally contemplated.  In light of 
this, Amtrak considered it obligatory to report the consequences 
to the national system of the actions we now feel will be required 
unless additional funding is approved. 
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QUESTION:  (#2) 

In March of 1976 you wrote to the Comptroller General 
with regard to the criteria for route and service decisions, 
"This action places the authority and responsibility for 
critical route decisions with the Amtrak Board of Directors, 
and provides an informed basis from which to make the hard 
choices needed for route restructuring, so as to maximize the 
attractiveness and utility of the national system.  This 
authority will have a major impact on the Amtrak review of 
system alternatives, and directly influence overall planning 
options." You were correct in this statement in that this 
was exactly what Congress intended.  Can you explain why now, 
some eighteen months later, you contend you have not had time 
to implement this criteria? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE 

Criteria and Procedures for Making Route and Service 
Decisions were approved by Congress in March 1976.  The 
Corporation immediately proceeded as required by the law to 
develop detailed procedures for their application and these 
were adopted by the Board in April 1976.  They included active 
work during the summer of 1976 in developing the necessary 
framework  for costing and forecasting to allow objective 
economic assessment of both present route profitability and 
future likely financial contribution.  These and other criteria 
were essential to applying Task I and II of the Route Criteria 
to all Amtrak routes.  By November 1976 it was possible to 
develop and recommend a series of standards for use by the 
Amtrak Board in determining the marginal routes.  Proscriptions 
for the determination of these standards are provided on pages 
3-2 and 3-3 under phase I of the criteria and procedures.  These 
standards require review annually on economic criteria and 
financial performance and are used to evaluate both route 
additions and discontinuances as well as service changes.  The 
standards reflect the management's assessment of the financial 
performance by route that Amtrak management should strive to 
attain and lead to consideration of routes and service 
alternatives that would allow Amtrak to live within resource 
constraints.  The Board adopted the recommended set of standards 
in November 1976 and received a detailed briefing on all routes 
and  the application of Task I and II of the route criteria thereto. 

In January 1977 six routes of the total system were 
recommended to the Board as warranting Task III action, i.e., 
determining how the economics could be improved.  The six routes 
recommended were: 
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Chicago-Washington 
Chicago-Florida 
Oakland-BakersfieId 
Seattle-Portland 
Washington-Martinsburg 
New York-Philadelphia 

March 1977 Board approved restructuring of Chicago- 
Washiilgton/Norfolk to improve economics 

June 1977 Chicago-Washington/Norfolk restructuring 
implemented 

June 1977 Board review completion of Task III on 
Chicago-Floridian route and directed 
management to proceed with Task IV 
(soliciting public comments) 

June 1977 Board directed management to proceed with 
Task III on Chicago-Laredo and San Francisco- 
Bakersfield routes 

August 1977 Board reviewed status of Chicago-Florida 
and directed management to proceed with 
Task V (public hearing) 

October 1977        Management advised that performance 
standards are required by the criteria 
for years 1978-1982 

October 1977        Management reviewed all routes within the 
system as required by Route Criteria and 
identified fourteen (14) routes as below 
performance standards 

October 1977        Board directed management to proceed with 
Task III on: 

- Chicago-Seattle 
- Kansas City-NYC/Washington 
- Chicago-Houston 
- Chicago-NYC/Boston 
- Chicago-Oakland/San Francisco 

The application of Route Criteria through Task III 
(evaluating ways to improve economics), Task IV (soliciting 
public comments) and Task V (public hearings] requires 
approximately 5 months. 
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QUESTION:   (t3) 

In December of 1975, when it appeared that there would 
be a budget reduction for fiscal years 1976 and 1977, you 
prepared a list of trains that would be discontinued to 
compensate for the budget reduction.  That list included 
nineteen trains, which I believe are entirely different from 
the trains on which you now propose to reduce service.  Can 
you explain why there is this difference? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

The following routes considered for discontinuance in 
December 1975 have during the past six months been identified 
for some type of service adjustment. 

Frequency Adjustment 

Seattle-Chicago 
St. Louis-Laredo 
San Francisco-Bakersfield 
New Haven-Springfield 
Chicago-Milwaukee 
Washington-Cincinnati 

Chicago to San Francisco was initially 
selected for frequency reduction but 
was exempted because of favorable 
increases in mail revenue. 

Restructuring 

Norfolk-Chicago 

Chicago-Florida is under active study 
for restructuring in Task V of the Route 
Criteria process. 

The differences that occur stem from changed circumstances 
between Deceirber 1975 and October 1977.  Amtrak routes are 
dynamic with ridership patterns changing from year to year 
based on, cimong other things, quality of equipment and roadbed. 
In December 1975 decisions were based on FY 74 data.  Many 
routes have made significant improvements since that time. 

Additionally the size of the budget problem is different. 
In 1975 Secretary Coleman proposed a 17% reduction whereas 
today Amtrak faces a 10% shortfall from requirement. 

14-414 O- 78 • 13 
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tertrak has experienced very positive riders'-ip increases 
CQ the routes over wiiicn new cassenrer ec^-pne-^ operates.  In 
general, a 32* arLr.-il pr-riw-tr. in ridership ias ie-en experienced 
following il-.e ir.-rr i-r-i;- cf r.ew eq-.ipment.  Tie Ciicago to 
Detroit ccrriizr s.-tve-i a €4% anji-ial i-=.crease in ridership after 
t3rbcli.-er ^rj.ipmer.t was introdsced in 1975. h  sijLilar 
ridersl-.ip ir.rrease (32%i was experienced on the Los Angeles to 
San niego rovite after itofleet was introd-iCed in 1976.  It is 
realized that there are aiany factors which have affected the 
ridership growth on these routes.  However, it is the presence 
of attractive, coatfortable and reliable pass^cer equipment that 
is the one factor that is common to all routes which have 
experienced these significant increases in ridership. 

Asttrak is by definition already a viable passen9er service 
since it has for the last six years operated a growing national 
raxl passenger systeo.  This S)'steiB has been growing both in 
terns of the niznber of routes operated and in tezBS of the 
ridership experienced on these routes.  The introduction of new 
passenger equipotent will play a vital role in ii^roving the 
relative econoEiics of this rail passenger system through 
jjprovciiH • in ridership/revenue as previously discussed and 
throagh elimination of the cost intensive operation of existing 
conventional eouipment.  The introduction and operation of new 
passenger equipojent is a critical factor which has influenced 
past ioprovesients in the systes's operation and which will 
continue to play a key role in realizing future iaprovements. 
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QUESTION:     (15) 

I note in this year's annual report that your message 
states that the new cars are a great asset.  You extol the 
benefits of these cars and then state, "All this looks 
better on the bottom line."  You then go on to state:  "This 
year was notable because of that factor.  Although these new 
cars came in as inventory replacements for old cars and did 
not increase total fleet numbers, they did produce the be- 
ginning of an upward trend in earnings.  We saw substantial 
ridership increase in 1976.  We handled more than one and 
one-quarter million additional riders in calendar 1976 over 
1975, and revenues were up slightly over 13 percent, an in- 
crease of S34 million.  In other words, new equipment and 
small, but highly successful, frequency improvements have 
brought about financial improvements forecasting better 
things ahead."  I then turn to the statement for operating 
losses and find that in 1976, the losses were $441.3 million, 
as compared to S352.5 million in 1975, an increase of almost 
$89 million or 25 percent.  Can you explain why, with all 
these improvments in equipment and ridership, that losses 
increased considerably? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

For the year ending September 30, 1976, Arotrak's costs 
increased approximately $27 million with the assumption of 
ownership and operating costs for the Northeast Corridor. 

The remainder of the increase, $62 million, is 
attributed to wage and price increases that could not be 
offset by fare increases.  As stated in Amtrak's Five 
Year Plans, this is the major economic problem facing 
the Corporation.  When the cost base is more than double 
the revenue base, the seime percentage increase in costs and 
fares produces less than one-half the amount of fare increases 
necessary to cover cost increases. 
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QUESTION:  (#6) 

Your annual report states that in 1976 there was an 
Increase of 4.6 percent in passengers, and 5.1 percent in 
passenger miles compared to 1975.  First, could you indicate 
how this increase compares with your projected increase in 
your five year plan, and secondly, could you indicate what 
ridership increase would be necessary for Amtrak to break 
even?  I recall that you told me last year, that even with 
full occupancy on all trains, you would still lose money.  Is 
this still true, considering the new equipment? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

See attachment 
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FORECAST VS. ACTUAL 1975 FIVE-YEAR PLAN 
(MILLIONS) 

Passengers: 
Actual 
Forecast 

1975 

17.4 
17.3 

1976 

18.1 
19.6 

% CHANGE 

4.0% 
13.3% 

Passenger Miles: 
Actual 
Forecast 

3.9 
3.8 

4.1 
4.6 

Actual - New FY basis 
Forecast - Old FY basis, C1975 is actual old FY basis) 

BREAKEVEN PASSENGERS 
(MILLIONS) 

5.1% 
21.1% 

FY 1978 Total Expenses 
(Five-Year Plan Table 36) 

FY 1978 Passengers 

Revenue/Passenger 

Breakeven Passengers 
or 

Increase from 1977 

$943.4 

19.6 

$18.01 

52.4 

173% 
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ODZSTIOB:   ((7) 

With farther regard to the operatla? loss for 1976, in 
which you state the bottca line is an • T»prcvenent over 
previous years, I note that the revenjes anousted to 62.9 
percent of the loss, whereas in 1975 the revenues aaounted to 
71.7 percent of the expenses.  Hhat accozmts for this change? 

Also, I note in the operating stateaent for the nine aonths 
ending June 30, 1977, the operating loss is reported at $396.5 
million which is a considerable increase over the preceding 
year. This would aanualize to over $493 Billion. Is there no 
relief in sight? 

AMrSMC'S RESPONSE: 

Prior to PTf 78 ABtrak fare policy was to increase fares 
at a rate less than the CPI increase so as to ease the burden 
on passengers.  This policy, in effect, increased each year 
the requireaent for subsidy. 

Effective with FY 78, Amtrak fare policy is to raise fares 
equivalent to the percentage increase in the CPI. 

Nevertheless, this will not fully offset increases in 
costs, since Aatrak's cost base is aore than double the revenue 
base. 

As discussed above, the operating loss has in the past 
increased because of the impact of wage and price increases 
that could not be offset by fare increases.  The current Amtrak 
Five Year Plan indicates that this trend will continue.  However, 
Aatrak policy is to hold the operating subsidy to the FY 1978 
request ($545 million) on a constant dollar basis.  Because 
of inflation, the current dollar subsidy level will continue to 
increase if the current Amtrak route system is to be operated. 
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QUESTION:   (fg) 

Amtrak's 1976 Annual Report forecasts 31 million people 
would ride the Northeast Corridor trains by 1980.  Isn't it 
true that that estimate is the most optimistic of 19 
forecasts made by a consultant, and that figure assumes 
Corridor trains would operate at speeds up to 150 miles per 
hour? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

Amtrak's 1976 Annual Report extracted data from a U. S. 
Department of Transportation sponsored report from Peat, 
Marwick and Mitchell, June 1976 which forecasts 31 million 
rail passengers in the NEC by 1990. 

The inquiry misquoted the date as 1980, see copy enclosed. 

In the Amtrak Annual Report it was stated, "I believe 
this to be a modest and conservative estimate judging from 
what I have learned during my recent travels to Europe and 
Japan." 

The PMM Report, cited above, forecast 17 million by 1980 
and 56 million by 2011. 
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PRESIDENT'S REPORT 

I am pleased to report that 1976, the vear of this countrv's 
Bicentennial, was a yar of historic proportions for Amtrak, 
the National Railroad Passenger Corporation 

In 1976 Amtrak became a full-fledged member of the 
railroad community when, on April 1, it took over direct 
control of trains and track forces, dispatching, signaling and 
maintenance of the high-speed Northeast Corndor from 
Washington, D C to Boston, Massachusetts This acquisition 
from Conrail, in accordance with the provisions of public law, 
was the result of long planning and coordinated preparation. 
Not only did this conveyance double the si2e of our 
Organization but it added many responsibilities not previously 
the concern of Amtrak, including the management and 
directionof train operations —passenger, commuter and 
freight —in the most complex railroad region in Notth 
America 

Continumg the good progress which I was able to report to 
you in 1975, after my first ten months with Amtrak, I have 
witnessed a growing satisfaction on the part of the public with 
Amtrak 

At the same time, from some areas. 1976 was a year of 
contention. Many people, some of them in high office, have 
evidenced impatience and concern over Amtrak. They seem 
not to realize that an organization with a Congressional 
mandate to provide rail passenger service on a nationwide 
basis must begin with a very large infrastructure Amtrak is 
this countrv's first nationwide railroad and it is a developing 
system  To produce sufficient revenue to cover costs, Amtrak 
must develop its earning capacity and earning capacity is the 
product of its passenger cars, trams and their effective 
utilization We are doing something about this, but that takes 
time and money 

During 1976, we have demonstrated what can be done  For 
Example, new Amfleet trains replaced older conventional 
equipment and with state participation one new train was 
added on the San Diego-Los Angeles route Ridership and 
passenger acceptance rose significantly  In December 1976, 
we carried 40,972 passengers on that route compared to 
22,904 in December 1975, for an increase of 79 per cent  It 
must be noted that this increase was achieved with new cars 
and frequency adjustment alone 

Similar increases have been achieved in the same manner 
in the Pacific Northwest and in Michigan In all of these 
places we have been able to demonstrate positively that the 
business is there The American public likes to ride trains In 
fact, the American public appears to be more ready for trains 
than most people have thought They want good trams and 
we will give them what they want 

Almost 400, out of a total order of 492. of the new Amfleet 
cars are in service as of the end of calendar 1976 We have an 
additional 264 Amtrak-designed and PuHman-butlt bi-levet 
cars on order for delivery beginning in the summer of 1977 for 
western service These new cars will make up the finest trains 
ever seen in this country 

These new cars are a great asset  They are more reliable and 
comfortable and they make it possible for our on-board 
employees to provide better service We like these new cars 
because they have more seating capacity and that means 
more earning capacity All of this looks better on the bottom 

Paul H. Rtlstrup 

This year was notable because of that factor Although 
these new cars came m as inventory replacements for old cars 
and did not increase total fleet numbers, they did produce the 
beginning of an upward trend in earnings We saw a 
substantial ndership increase in 1976 We handled more than 
one and one quarter million additional nders in calendar 1976 
over 1975 and revenues were up slightly over 13 per cent, an 
increase of (34 million  In other words, new equipment and 
small, but highly successful, frequency improvements have 
brought about financial improvements forecasting better 
things ahead Speed improvement must await track 
improvements All of this will do more to moderate the fears 
of our critics than anything else Weall want tosee Amtrak 
close the gap between costs and revenues and reduce the call 
upon federal funds 

This IS the meaning of the enthusiasm for the Northeast 
Corridor project  It will produce dollars A June 1976 report 
from Peat, Marwick & Mitchell forecast 31 million rail 
passengers in the NEC by 1990, about a threefold increase 
with estimated gross revenues of $300 million  I believe this to 
be a modest and conservative estimate judging from what I 
have learned during my recent travels to Europe and lapan 
We know there are many eligible corridors in this country 
where the same potential exists 

In terms of the long history of railroads in America, Amtrak 
IS very young, but now Amtrak is much more certain of where 
it IS going and what must be done to get there Congress and 
theAdministration sensed correctly the rrK>od of the people 
when they created Amtrak What has happened in those 
intervening years is summed up in this report  It makes an 
interesting and. may I add. an encouraging commentary on 
the benefits of public and private cooperative enterprise 

Nowhere is this better demonstrated than in the 
membership of the Amtrak Board of Directors Without their 
hard work, understanding and guidance, this task would be 
impossible And sometimes when all of us thought we had 
encountered something really difficult, we found strength in 
the support of the Congress and the American public We ve 
all dedicated to the promise of making the Amtrak concept a 
success 
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QUESTION:   (#9) 

I have been informed that in the past two years, there 
have been a number of reorganizations within Amtrak.  Could 
you explain how many reorganizations there have been and 
what you believe they have accomplished? 

I have been informed that as a result of some of these 
reorganizations there are a number of officers who have been 
relieved of their duties but not of their salaries.  Could 
you indicate whether or not this accusation is true, and if 
it is true, the extent to which it is true? 

In March of 1976, you informed the Comptroller General, 
"We have also recently appointed a Vice President of Executive 
Planning, thereby raising the level of direct and specialized 
attention to the planning process."  I note from the organiza- 
tion chart furnished to the Subcommittee that this Vice 
President has now been replaced.  Could you inform the 
Subcommittee which Executive Vice President for planning was 
on board at the time the decisions were made for the reductions 
in service recently announced, and what, if any, input this 
Vice President had with regard to these service reductions? 

SLMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

During the past two years, there have been two aureas of 
substantive reorganization, with fine tuning of the organiza- 
tional structure in a few others.  The two major areas of 
reorganization were: 

1. The decision I made in June of 1975 to delegate 
substantive authority to Regional Vice Presidents and their 
District Superintendents.  Instead of having major field 
functions such as station management, on-board service or 
maintenance base management report to individual functional 
heads in Washington, D. C, I placed them under a Regional 
Vice President structure, with the Regional Vice President 
having the authority to coordinate all such field operations. 
While the four regions have since been reduced to three on 
economic grounds, the three Regional Vice Presidents are the 
same ones as originally assigned to the new structure in 1975. 

It is my judgment that as these regional management forces 
mature, rail operations will improve because the decision making 
authority to solve here-and-now problems will be where it should 
be, at the scene of the action. 

2. The second major organizational change during the 
past two years was the formation of our Northeast Corridor 
Operations Department.  The formation of this structure was 
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the direct outgrowth of Congress' creation of ConRail, and 
the sale of the Northeast Corridor to Amtrak.  A Vice President 
and General Manager was appointed, who had not only the train 
operations responsibility, but also responsibility for Amtrak's 
role in the Northeast Corridor Improvement Project. 

With less thcui 90 days notice, I believe the organizational 
structure established for this purpose did a remarkable job of 
taking over and operating some of the most heavily traveled rail 
lines in the world. 

The reorganizations of the past two years have adversely 
affected only four officers.  The salary of one was reduced 
$10,000 per year, and he has since retired from Amtrak.  Two 
others retired within a year of losing officer rank.  The 
fourth has submitted his resignation. 

The Vice President of Executive Planning to whom you refer, 
Calvin Andringa, left Amtrak in March 1977.  The reason that he 
left relates to your question number 15.  The Vice President 
was young and quite competent with a strong background in finance 
and legal affairs.  He was offered a job in the Washington area 
with a salary and benefit package that Amtrak could not remotely 
match.  His role is now filled by the Assistant to the President. 

Passenger service decisions including scheduling and route 
frequency adjustments are developed under the aegis of the 
Passenger Service Committee with members from Marketing, Operations, 
and Government Affairs as well as participants from Finance, Legal, 
Operations Support and Public Affairs.  The Chairman of this 
important committee reports directly to Mr. Reistrup.  He holds 
the title. Assistant Vice President, Passenger Service.  The 
exploration of the most constructive options available for 
frequency adjustments were prepared by the Passenger Service 
Committee. 

Paralleling this work is the continuing study going on in 
applying route criteria in support of the Amtrak Board.  The 
research and analysis is under the aegis of the Assistant Vice 
President for Corporate Planning and is headed by a Director for 
Route Evaluation.  Support to the Route Criteria applications are 
provided by all elements of Amtrak including the Passenger Service 
Committee. 
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QUESTION:   (#10) 

I have been informed that the morale among the officers 
and employees in the headquarters is extremely low at the 
moment.  It was explained that this low morale was caused by 
the fact that in the past two years, a number of officers and 
employees have been dismissed without sufficient notice, nor 
knowledge of the cause of their dismissal.  This has resulted 
in poor morale for the remaining officers and employees, 
because they fear that they may receive the same treatment. 
Could you explain to the Subcommittee what Aratrak's policy is 
with regard to laying off officers and employees, and also 
could you indicate how extensive the officer turnover has been 
in the past two years? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

Morale of a work force is inevitably better when a business 
is expanding and the opportunities for advancement and job 
security seem clear to all.  When budgetary constraints cause 
substantive manpower reductions, high morale is not easy to 
sustain. 

Our Board of Directors, in June of 1976, directed Amtrak to 
reduce its management by 5% during the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1977.  This was accomplished and the targeted 
management group was reduced by 187 employees. 

Some of those selected for reduction were poor performers 
who should have been weeded out in the natural process of 
upgrading the quality of the management force.  We would have 
liked to have retained some of those reduced because they were 
good performers, but could not due to budgetary constraints. 

My directive for fiscal 1978 is that our entire work force 
is to be reduced at the rate of 1% per month for the purpose 
of effecting a 6% average reduction in labor costs over the 
next twelve months.  If our department heads reduce quickly 
(in the early part of the fiscal year) approximately 135 
management positions will be abolished.  If they reduce slowly, 
the number of positions that will have to be abolished to 
achieve a 6% reduction in management wage costs could exceed 
300. 

The following are Amtrak's turnover rates of its management 
force: 

Annualized Rate 

1977(first 6 mos.) 10% 
1976 11% 
1975 13% 

I do not believe these turnover rates are excessive in light 
of the youngness of our company and the rapid expansion that took 
place over the past few years. 
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QUESTION:  (#11) 

It has been alleged that the dining car losses for Amtrak 
last year were about half of the amount requested in the 
supplemental appropriation.  Can you indicate the specific 
losses incurred last year for dining car service? 

As these losses are so extensive, what efforts have you 
made to reduce these losses?  It would seem to me that since 
you are attempting to convert to micro-oven meals similar to 
those provided by the airlines, that considering labor and 
other costs, it may be just as economical to provide free meals 
similar to the airlines. 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

FY 77 Dining and Buffet results were: 

($millions) 

Revenue 21*5 

Total Cost      64.5 

Net Loss        4 3.0 

The bulk of the costs are labor.  Labor costs will be 
reduced as the Corporation moves more to the pre-prepared foods 
2md reduced conventional diner service. 

A program for introducing more convenience food items 
that have minimal waste (reusable or recoverable at the end of 
the trip) is well underway.  For example, Amtralc is adopting 
a system using popular entrees packed frozen in minimum-sized 
pans (portion control). 

The conversion to modern microwave and convection ovens 
will allow Amtrak to effectively use such convenience foods 
with the advantage of reducing on-board labor requirements since 
much preparation and cooking work has already been done by the 
manufacturer. 

If Amtrak were to provide free meals, as do the airlines, 
we would still need to prepare and serve on-board. More labor 
would be required due to more people eating full meals. 

The elimination of all food preparation on dining cars 
would require significant capital expenditure for permanent 
facilities at established catering points, and on-board personnel 
would still be required to serve the meals. 
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We have examined the feasibility of the airline approach, 
but we feel we can continue to serve the desires of our 
passengers more economically by preparing meals to order on 
the dining cars. 

On routes served by Amfleet equipment, the costs of 
dining service have been reduced due to the emphasis on customer 
self-service from a snack bar. 
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QUESTION:   (#12) 

Would It not be in order to eliminate complete trains, 
rather than attempt to reduce the service on a large number 
of trains?  In this way you would eliminate a number of fixed 
costs that cannot be reduced with reduced service.  Also, it 
seems to me that this would affect fewer passengers and would 
not appear to be as politically motivated as the present service 
reductions. 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

Without question, greater cost savings can result from a 
route discontinuance than from frequency reductions.  However, 
route discontinuance is a time consuming process requiring 
rigorous adherence to formal procedures.  The Criteria were 
developed as a tool for rational development of a national 
system and not as a quick-reaction budget cutting tool. 

Given the magnitude of the required reduction, Amtrak has 
no option but to avail itself of frequency reduction to supplement 
route restructuring and/or discontinuance. 
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QUESTION:   (#13) 

It has been alleged that in 1976, the average charge to 
an Amtrak passenger was 5.8C per mile, whereas the total cost 
to Amtrak was about 1S.3( per mile.  Considering this 
difference, would it not be feasible for Amtrak to attempt 
to reduce some of its losses by increasing fares? 

You contend that the greater portion of your losses have 
been due to inflation.  Have you had fare increases 
commensurate with inflation? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

Whether Amtrak could achieve a significant improvement 
In its deficit through higher fare increases depends entirely 
on the sensitivity of the market to higher prices.  Presently 
experience and research indicate that Amtrak's market is 
relatively sensitive to changes in prices.  Discounted fares 
that are used for promotional purposes in the majority of cases, 
have provided revenue increases due to substantial increases in 
passengers. 

Taking our estimate of fare sensitivity into consideration 
Amtrak's practice, during FY 1977, and planning assumption is 
to Increase fares at a pace consistent with increases in prices 
of competing modes, particularly the auto.  To increase fares 
at a rate higher than our competition could be counter-productive 
as that action could reduce ridership faster than revenue. 

This fare policy combined with passenger growth results in 
a 10%-14* revenue growth.  One key problem is that inflation in 
materials commonly used in the railroad industry has recently 
been higher than transportation consumer price inflation. 

Amtrak has not had fare increases commensurate with 
inflation because the cost base of the company is more than 
double the revenue base. 

The current corporate policy is to increase fares equivalent 
to the percentage increase in the Cost Price Index.  This 
represents a change from the previous policy to recover about 
75% of the CPI increase. 
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QUESTION:   (#14) 

Last month, there was considerable publicity with regard 
to Amtrak's decision to eliminate Redcap service in the 
Northeast Corridor.  I understand that subsequent to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission obtaining a restraining order 
in the court, Amtrak withdrew its plan to eliminate this service. 
Recently, however, I received a petition from Redcaps in Miami 
which stated that the service has been abolished in Miami, 
Hollywood and Fort Lauderdale, Florida.  Would you tell me 
whether or not this service has been reinstated? What are your 
plans for the future with regard to the Redcap service nation- 
wide? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

The Redcap service, as a service, has not been abolished 
at Miami, Hollywood or Fort Lauderdale, Florida.  Although 
Redcap positions have been eliminated at these locations, the 
service is now being performed by Redcap-Baggage and/or 
Ticketing personnel as part of their regularly assigned duties. 

On a national scale there have been force reductions in 
many station areas as an economy measure. The Florida Redcaps 
were a part of this action. However, in each instance where 
Redcap positions were affected, other station personnel have 
been assigned and are now responsible for the performance of 
these duties in addition to their own. 
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QUESTION:     (#15) 

I note that a pending bill in the Senate provides for 
increasing the salary of the operations officer from 560,000 
to S85,000.  Would you indicate what you believe to be the 
justification for this increase? Do you believe it would 
be also in order to pay the director of the Northeast 
Corridor project $85,000? 

I can appreciate your desire to compare your salaries 
with those paid by other railroads.  Nevertheless, do you 
not believe it would be better if you were to compare your 
salaries with bankrupt railroads? Also, would it not be 
more prudent to reduce salaries similarly as usually done 
at companies incurring losses? 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

The justification for establishing a salary not in 
excess of $85,000 for a Chief Operating Officer of the 
Corporation is found in the fact that the current statutory 
limitation of 566,000 effectively precludes the recruitment 
of the best talent and experience that is available. 

Amtrak is a 26,000 mile long railroad.  Except for the 
Northeast Corridor and minor track segments in the midwest, 
Amtrak must operate over the tracks of the nation's other 
railroads.  As a result, Amtrak's operating problems are 
far more complex than those of other railroads that own 
their own track. 

Apart from the unusual operating problems and relation- 
ships that derive from the dependency on other railroads, 
Amtrak operations are complicated by the need to re-equip 
virtually the entirety of its fleet smd to cope with problems 
of inadequate track on railroads where track has deteriorated. 

The Chief Operating Officer's responsibilities are 
fundamental to Amtrak's potential for achieving the goals 
identified by Congress in creating the company. 

Based on data filed with the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, the trade press reported recently that the range 
of salary for railroad operations officers ranges up to 
$229,000 per annum (Modern Railroads/Rail Transit, August 1977). 
The July 1977 issue of Modern Railroads, at p. 21-2, identifies 
railroad vice presidents for operations at the following com- 
pensation levels over $100,000:  $229,000, $150,000 (2), 
$136,000, $134,000, $125,000, $119,000 and $102,000.  The com- 
pensation levels noted are those identified as operations posts; 
it is possible that there are other officials paid more than 
$100,000 who are designated by different titles but whose 
duties include responsibility for operations. 

24-4H o - 78 • 
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It is relevant that ConRail, which was also created by 
an act of Congress, and which in its 18 months of existence 
has received Federal financial assistance in a magnitude com- 
parable to what Amtrak has received during the past six years, 
is not subject to a salary limitation applicable to Amtrak, 
notwithstanding that it is solely a freight railroad operating 
in the mid central and northeastern states.  ConRail has 
nine positions that are compensated in excess of the $66,000 
a year limitation applicable to Amtrak in contrast to the one 
position above that level in Amtrak, which is held by its 
President. 

The present statutory limitation severely handicaps 
Amtrak in its ability to compete in the marketplace for the 
best executive personnel.  Amtrak clearly does not have the 
freedom to attract executive talent that is available to 
ConRail as the other government sponsored railroad, let 
alone the talent that is available to the nation's other 
railroads. 

In response to the second question, we believe it would 
also be in order to permit a higher level of compensation for 
the Vice President-General Manager of the Northeast Corridor. 
Indeed, we believe that Amtrak should have the same basis of 
compensating its executives that is available to ConRail. 
The public investment in Amtrak, and the scope of its opera- 
tions, are such that only the fullest freedom to compete and 
to attract executive talent can maximize realization of the 
goals set by Congress. 

While the two additional higher salary limitations noted 
in question 15 will assist. Congress could just as readily 
recognize that parity in compensation between ConRail and 
Amtrak is a logical and justifiable step, particularly at 
this juncture of Amtrak's development, when modernization of 
its equipment and rehabilitation of railroad track is in- 
creasing.  A companion improvement in Amtrak's ability to 
vitalize its executive management eind direction is in order. 
Such a change would in fact be highly cost beneficial. 
Approximately $6.4 billion of Federal investment since 1971 
has gone into or been provided for new equipment for Amtrak, 
improvements for Northeast Corridor track, improvement of 
ConRail track, and improvement of track on other railroads 
until Title V of the 4R Act.  If Aratrak were able to pay 
its executives on the same basis as ConRail, the maximum 
additional annual cost would be $382,000, an infinitesimal 
proportion of the $6.4 billion investment—and obviously 
cost beneficial as a means of maximizing that investment. 
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These factors indicate that it would be better to 
compare Amtrak salaries with those at ConRail, if not with 
successful railroads, rather than with bankrupt railroads. 
The massive federal Investment in the effort to revive pas- 
senger railroad service and the highly cost beneficial aspects 
that are involved in maximizing Amtrak's ability to achieve 
the goals set by Congress indicate that It would be more 
prudent to mcocimlze Amtrak's ability to compete for the best 
possible executive talent available.  We believe that Congress 
has permitted an effective pattern of compensation in setting 
up ConRail as a heavily government financed successor to bank- 
rupt railroads.  Amtrak is in a comparable position on the 
passenger side and should be equally equipped to carry out 
the goals and objectives that Congress had in mind. 
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QUESTION: (tl6) 

You stated previously that when Amtrak obtained its own 
facilities, a number of improvements would be experienced. 
Amtrak purchased the Beech Grove Maintenance Facility approxi- 
mately two years ago.  Would you please indicate what the rate 
of production is for the Beech Grove facility now, as compared 
to when the Penn Central Railroad operated this facility? Also, 
what is your out-of-service rate for cars now, as compared to 
vrtien Beech Grove was operated by the Penn Central? Please 
indicate for the record the out-of-service rate for the past 
twelve months for (1) Metroliner cars, (2) Turboliner cars, 
(3) Afflfleet cars, (4) Traditional cars (purchased at inception) , 
(5) engines purchased since 1972, and (6) engines purchased 
before 1972. 

AhfTRAK'S   RESPONSE: 

Amtrak acquired Beech Grove from Penn Central in April 1975. 
The following table shows annual production of cars at the Beech 
Grove Car Shops and out-of-service rates for conventional cars. 

,Amtrak        Amtrak 
Ownership Penn Central   First Year     Second Year 

AnnuaF Production^ " "" •22T ^ 280  " 250 
Out-of-Service %      17.7 15.6 20.8 

The lower production figure for the second year of ownership 
at Beech Grove is the result of the following: 

1) Reduced requirement of overhauled cars because of 
acquisition of 492 Amfleet cars with resultant 
retirement of 300 conventional cars. 

2) Our Facilities Modernization and Upgrade Program 
had an effect on production rates. 

3) Reduced level of Car Overhaul Program Budget due to 
limited funding reduced schedule requirement for 
overhauled cars. 

Out-of-service rate for conventional cars reduced after 
one year of Amtrak ownership of Beech Grove and also takeover 
of 70% of the running maintenance facilities from the operating 
railroads.  The increased out-of-service figures for the second 
year were due to: 

a.)    Worst winter in 200 years with resultant freeze damage 
and the inability to properly maintain the cars at the 
open facilities in the northeast and midwest under 
severe winter conditions. 
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b)  Large number of derailments and crossing accidents 
during winter of 1976-77. 

Attached tables indicate for the record, the out-of-service 
rates of Turbollners, pre and post 1972 Electrics, pre and post 
1972 Diesels, Conventional Cars, Amfleet Cars and Metroliners. 
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EQUIPMENT 

OUT OF SERVICE, PERCENTAGE 

FY'77 

Post "72 Pre '72 Post '72 Pre '72 
Fy77 Electric Electric Diesel Diesel 

Year Month Turbo Loco. Loco. Loco. Loco. 

1976 October 13 19 15 11 20 

November 10 19 20 13 22 

December 18 24 32 13 35 

1977 January 14 25 29 18 46 

February 14 23 29 17 43 

Uarch 11 24 20 17 32 

April 11 22 25 15 26 

Bay 8 27 19 11 23 

June 10 16 21 11 24 

July 11 19 26 12 24 

August 10 15 23 10 27 

September 8 13 18 11 24 

Average Annual % 23 13 29 
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NATIONAL OPERATIONS 

Out-Of-Service Rate - October  1976   thru September 1977 

(Passenger Cars - Running Repairs) 

Conventional (1) Amfleet (1) 

Cars 
Total Out-Of- 

Month Ovmership Service 

Oct '76 1607 28 8 
Nov 1584 249 
Dec 1575 256 
Jan 1544 390 
Feb 1533 416 
Mar 1497 326 
Apr 1479 322 
Hay 1476 314 
June 1457 289 
July 1385 324 
Aug 1362 267 
Sept 1316 260 

Out-Of- 
Service 

18 
16 
16 
25 
27 
22 
22 
21 
20 
23 
20 
20 

Metroliners 

Oct 76 
Nov 76 
Dec 76 
Jan 77 
Peb 77 
Har 77 
Apr 77 
May 77 
June 77 
July 77 
Aug 77 
Sept 77 

Note 1): 

Total 
Ovmership 

Cars      t 
Out-Of- Out-Of- 
Service Service 

16 
16 
17 
24 
16 
15 
15 
15 
16 
18 
18 
20 

Month 

Oct •76 339 
Nov •76 359 
Dec 379 
Jan 396 
Feb 409 
Har 4 31 
Apr 455 
May 474 
June 487 
July 487 
Aug 487 
Sept 490 

Cars      t 
Total   Out-0£- Out-Of 

Ownership Service Service 

27 8 
30 
26 
39 
62 
61 
54 
57 
44 
55 11 • 
54 
50 10 

26 
26 
28 
39 
27 
25 
25 
25 
26 
29 
29 
32 

Comparison of Bad Order percentages for Conventional and Amfleet 
cars on a month-to-month basis is not particularly valid since, 
as indicated, the fleet size is changing each month and this 
represents the basis for calculating the percentage. 
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QOBSTIOH:   («17) 

In June of this year, the General Accounting Office issued 
a report entitled 'Amtrak'a Incentive Contracts with Railroads — 
Considerable Cost, Few Benefits*.  In commenting on this report, 
you stated that GAO was referring to first amendment contracts, 
whereas niany of the deficiencies noted in their report were 
corrected in the second amendment contracts.  Could yoa explain 
the necessity for em incentive contract?  It seems to me that 
these contracts pay premiums to railroads to perform services 
which they are already legally bound to perform. 

An example of the futility of the incentive contracts was 
the fact that Amtrak experienced considerable difficulty with 
its SDP-40 engines, and as a consequence, was required to impose 
severe speed reductions.  As a result of these speed reductions, 
Amtredc then adjusted its incentive contracts so that the railroads 
were paid the premiums for operating at the slower speeds.  I also 
understand that Amtrak is presently retrofitting these engines so 
as to alleviate the problems.  It seems that Amtrak at some point 
must accept the responsibility for this financial loss.  That is, 
Amtrak paid for the engines, had considerable difficulty, had to 
pay considerable sums for the deunage inflicted, had to pay 
incentive contracts for poor performance, had to suffer loss of 
traffic because of poor performance and had to pay to have the 
engines retrofitted.  With Amtrak paying for every cost, I cannot 
understand why it can be contended that Amtrak is not completely 
responsible. 

AMTRAK'S RESPONSE: 

Amtrak's operating railroads axe  sole-source suppliers. 
For this reason, the normal commercial circumstance that they 
may lose our business if they provide unsatisfactory service 
does not apply as an incentive to insure good performance by them 
in the operation of Amtrak trains.  Amtrak has chosen to enter 
into incentive contracts because neither we nor the government 
agencies most concerned with our operations have been eible to 
develop a better means to induce or compel the operating railroads 
to provide improved service.  Even though we believe we are 
legally entitled to good performance, the value of such a legal 
right is limited by the problems in attempting to obtain judicial 
enforcement with respect to each of the many railroads providing 
service to us.  We do not believe injunctive relief is a 
meaningful remedy, and it would be extremely difficult to prove 
and recover substantial monetary damages on a case-by-case 
basis as a result of individual failures to operate trains on 
time. 
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It should be noted that the Antrak Act provides that 
Incentives are the only form of compensation in excess of 
Incremental costs for services that a railroad may be awarded 
by the ICC.  This statutory provision reflects the approach 
employed in our incentive contracts, i.e., If a railroad is to 
be paid more than its incremental costs In connection with the 
operation of Amtrak trains, it is preferable to make the rail- 
road earn such additional compensation by conditioning it on 
the provision of good performance.  The most logical alternative 
to awarding additional payments for high on-time performance 
would be to specify a certain level of compensation and subtract 
penalties from that amount when a railroad delivers poor service. 
However, no railroad would voluntarily accept such an arrangement, 
emd the Commission does not appear to have authority to Impose 
such an arrangement. 

Finally, it Is worth noting that in criticizing the First 
Amendment Agreements, the General Accounting Office report 
completely avoided commenting on the Texas and Pacific Case 
where, for poor or mediocre performance, the Commission awarded 
the operating railroad reimbursement and incentives far greater 
than those provided In any of Amtrak's amended agreements. 

Much that this question and Amtrak's answer covers is history. 
The Second Amendment contracts are no comparison to the first and 
are a tremendous improvement. 

Based upon the existing facts involving several derailments 
by SDP4 0F locomotives under certain operating conditions, Amtrak 
made a policy decision last winter to operate these locomotives 
with certain speed restrictions for reasons of safety, pending 
either the outcome of full testing [showing there is not an 
unreasonable safety risk) or physical modification of the 
locomotives to eliminate any [such] risk to safety.  The slower 
operating speeds imposed on the locomotives required longer 
scheduled running times.  Even though trip times were lengthened, 
Amtrak feels it is still important to provide reliable on-time 
performance to our passengers until the faster schedules can be 
restored.  Our operating railroads must still exert the same 
level of effort and attention to the operation of our trains in 
order to adhere to the revised schedules with a high degree of 
reliability.  We therefore agreed to maintain the contractually 
agreed upon Incentive potential which was available to those 
railroads with whom we have incentive contracts. 

Since the speed restrictions were imposed last winter, 
Amtrak has been engaged jointly with the Federal Railroad 
Administration, National Transportation Safety Board, Association 
of American Railroads, and General Motors (the locomotive's 
manufacturer) in testing the operating characteristics of the 
locomotive.  While the testing to date has not demonstrated the 
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existence of a defect in the locomotive, such testing has been 
somewhat inconclusive.  We have recently commenced the final 
and most exhaustive phase of the locomotive testing.  If such 
testing still does not indicate the existence of a design 
problem, Amtrak will promptly resume faster operations without 
having any further units modified.  In this connection, it should 
be noted that in agreeing to continue paying incentives to 
individual Amendment Agreement railroads, Amtrak specifically 
obtained the right to require all except one of such railroads 
to promptly restore higher speed operations when Amtrak is 
satisfied that speed restrictions are no longer necessary. 
Restoration of faster operations may be somewhat more difficult 
on those railroads which are not operating under an incentive 
agreement because we do not have the same type of control in 
our dealings with them. 

Because of the substantial questions with respect to the 
design characteristics of the locomotives, and because we faced 
a separate need to remove many of them from regular service for 
conversion to headend (electric) power and to perform major 
periodic overhauls (i.e., after five years of operation), Amtrak 
also decided to proceed with the conversion of some of the 
locomotives to a lighter weight locomotive.  Amtrak believes 
the course that it has pursued in slowing the locomotives while 
continuing to pay incentives for adherence to revised schedules, 
and in undertaking a phased modification of some units in 
conjunction with other major work on the units, has been 
reasonable. 

With respect to our customers and our operating railroads, 
Amtrak has accepted full responsibility for the steps taken in 
response to the safety concerns posed by the operating history of 
these locomotives.  However, with respect to the manufacturer, 
Amtrak still retains its full warranty rights (and will preserve 
such rights even on those locomotives which are currently being 
modified).  Thus, if final testing shows that there is a design 
problem with the locomotive, we anticipate pursuing our claim 
and obtaining an appropriate recovery from the manufacturer. 
If no such product liability on the part of the manufacturer 
can be demonstrated, Amtrak must accept full financial 
responsibility for the decisions which it has made with respect 
to the SDP4 0F, including the initial decision to purchase these 
locomotives, the decision to restrict their speed of operation 
pending the outcome of full testing, the decision to continue 
paying incentives, and the decision to proceed with the 
modification of some of these locomotives rather than to wait 
for the final outcome of testing.  Such testing may still not 
satisfactorily answer the questions which have been posed by 
the operating record of these locomotives.  In the interim, we 
will continue to do everything possible to provide safe and 
reliable service to our passengers on all our trains. 
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Mr. REISTRUF. We will respond, Mr. Chairman. Is there time for 
me just in a few minutes to cover  

Ml'. RODNEY. I was going to ask if you had any concluding remarks. 
Mr. Madigan, do you have any further questions ? 
Mr. MABIOAN. NO. 
Mr. Reistrup, I understand you have otlier things to do this morn- 

ing. All of us appreciate your coming down here. I would like to say 
to you specifically I would like you to talk to Mr. Pike, wiio is a friend 
of this subcommittee, but wiio sometimes seems to obstruct, uninten- 
tionally I am sure, the membei*s of the subcommittee and the stati of 
tiie subcommittee in getting the kinds of answei-s that they want to 
specific questions. We are interested now in having specific answers to 
specific questions. I personally would be gratefiU if you would relay 
that interest to Mr. Pike. Thank you very much. 

Mr. REISTRUP. I will take care of that and give them to you direct 
if that is necessary. Thank you. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Reistrup, there are Members of Congress who 
think your coming here in the final days of the session with this addi- 
tional $.56 million request is a blackmail of Congress, so to speak. 
Would you want to direct yourself to that quest ion ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. It could not be farther from what you have stated. 
We fully intended to try to live within tlie appropriations language 
which was the $488.5 million and use the route and service criteria if 
tlie Board would do it. and short of that, so that I would not have 
deficiency spending, we began to cut service. That raised such a 
tremendous ruckus, including within our own Board of Directors, and 
I have related the close votes that we had on particular trains, that in 
the sjiecial Board meeting considering the .5-year plan. I have put 
before the Board on the agenda the issue of the request for supple- 
mental appropriations. We had several alternatives. One was to stay 
witii the $488.5 million; one was to go for what the administration had 
asked, $500 million. I suggested a.sking for what we had asked for in 
the first place, $534 million. The Board voted to go for what you au- 
thorized because they thought you were more accurate, particularly 
with the increased inflation than we were. So tliat is the situation. 
In effect, my request was carrying out the wishes of the Board of 
Directors. I have had ixs a policy, since I have l)een here, not asking 
for supplemented appropriations. In spite of the winter weather, I 
did not come up and ask for one for 1077. We barely squeaked by. 

Mr. RooNEY. Congressman Van Deerlin intended to he iiere, but 
unfortunately, he has an amendment on tiie floor. He lias asked me to 
ask you wliat you are going to do about that additional train l)etween 
Los Angeles and San Diego that Mr. Ring testified about yesteiday. 

Mr. REISTRUP. Mr. Chairman, what we have agreed to do, and we 
have been talking to Mr. Ring—^to my right is Mr. Lombardi who has 
taken over our State train operations—we have these joint agreements 
in California, Illinois, Micliigan, Minnesota. New York, and Penn- 
sylvania. We have had to relieve Mr. Pike of tliese duties vvjiich are 
more operational in nature than Government affairs. Jolm is on my 
staff, he is in my office. What tiiey have agreed to do is through Cal- 
trans. which is the State Department of Transportation, to work out 
an arrangement. If we can come to a contractual arrangement with 
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Caltrans, we will run that train. It is older equipment, it is steam 
heated. It can be run, liowever. But it has to be Caltrans that brings 
this forward to us because they run in that same corridor two of the 
five trains with us jointly. So if a sixth train is added, we can't have 
three operators in service with trains a couple hours apart; we have 
to have one partner. So, Mr. King must work with Caltrans and what- 
ever Caltrans and Amtrak can work out, and if we are compensated 
for it, we will run it. 

Mr. RooN-EY. You think you can work out those arrangements ? 
Mr. RKISTRUP. I hope so. It is up to Caltrans. If they will present it 

to us and compensate us for it, we will nm it. 
Mr. RooNEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Reistrup. 
In closing, I would like to say that it is the intention of the chair- 

man to call upon the President and ask him to fill the vacancies on the 
Board, and hopefully that will alleviate some of the great problems 
facing Amtrak. 

Mr. REiSTRnp. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooNEY. I know you want to summarize, and now I recognize 

you for your summary. 
Mr. REISTRUP. I would rather not summarize because you have been 

so helpful today. I would like to cover one base that has not been 
covered. 

I was very much concerned about the New York State testimony 
yesterday because I like to get all the facts out on the table and not 
just part of them. I really don't know what tlie problem is because 
we had such a close relationsliip with (Commissioner Schuler in New 
York; in fact. I made the final decision to put all of our seven turbo 
trains, the new ones, the Rohr-built, French-designed trains, up in that 
corridor. Tliat is all of them, all seven. That happens to be 35 cars. 
Basically, tlie service is new. In fact the train that the State sub- 
sidized to Monti-eal is one of the turbo trains. They have huge win- 
dows. It is beautiful for tlio scenery along the Hudson River and up 
north through Ticonderoga. We agreed to pay ConRail additional 
track maintenance ciiargcs, that is. this summer, so that the track, once 
it is upgraded with State funds- and they are putting money in the 
upgrading—will l>e kept up lo keep the higher speed. 79 miles an hour. 
That trackwork did not l^egin until this summer, and the reason the 
trains did not run on time is that there are people working on the track. 
We can see if Mr. Lombardi can get away from this loggerhead posi- 
tion. He took over in Ohio and wrote the State a letter and said we 
had done things wrong in the past and we intend to do better. I wish 
the record would include Mr. Lombardi's letter indicating our intent 
to have him do the right kind of job. 

Mr. RoovEY. Without objection. 
Mr. REISTRT'P. I think we have done pretty well by New York. 
[The letter referred to follows: | 
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Seiitonl)cr 9,   3.977 

Itonor.ibTe V?.  C.   IIonnoHsy 
Co...-.l lifil.o.ier, Kcw York Stftte 
Drpaviment of Ti.'.-iiu.ocn LnHon ' .    '. 
1220 v:.\Bli.lncrton AvcnuQ 
SL.-vto Caiv.pus 
Albany,  Mow York 3.2232 . ' ' '   . 

Dear Coisiinlsslouer Ilf-nnossyi 

Mr,  Folsti.nip han nBked that I ro^Jiv-mfl to yo\i>r Jo.ttcr 
ot August  30,   1977,   oxiaj-oijsr-cl to Mr.   Icw.l.n r..   D.ivls, 
rxocuuivc Vlco rj.-os5.rip'it,  notivopol.itnn Develop irnt 
Association of  Syrncuso find Oaodnga County,   Inc.,   a 
copy of which you woro kind onoiujh to fiirntsh us.     It 
is vinfort'innte  that wo do not nlso havo a copy of  the 
letter from Mr.  Davis to you for grcatot backfjj.ound 
knowledge. 

On July 22,   1977,  Mr.   RelsLvup wrote you «nd officials 
of othor  States,  out1'r>lng his  tran.nfor of  State and 
I/5cal Gorvlco rcoi>f>i^'^'"'J l^'-i<JO <-o i^l*'^ Executive Office 
under my direction  to  Iriurovo Aiatrok's rolntloiv-hlpa 
and dealings with  tljo  States.     Since  that  tlino,   I  have . • 
had nuMi^rous conversations with laenbora of your  Rtaff • 
concerning mutual iiroblci.in,   including a viU'Otiug held 
on August  3 during which we apponrod  to liiko g<;cat 
progress toward an understanding of capabiHtiorj nnd    * 
constraints impacting our programs and agreed on     ,   .   .      ' 
approaches to solve our problem areas one hy one.     X      ' • • 
Bubsoquontly arranged for a joint nneting with Mow York 
State Departinent of Transportation,  Conrail,   nnd AiiUrak 
on August  25 to dlccuus on-timo pcrforxaanco and schedule 
reductions on the Kmpire Service. 

As a result,   I believed we had entered an era of a now 
joint effort to work toward our objectives in on orderly, 
cooperative manner.     Several areas are beginning to clear 
up,  and tlio free exchange of infon.vxtioa makes the tasks 
easier for both sides.   .•    '        . • .-    .     . ..•• 
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l!.'<'..o:,ii of  tills nti-.v joJnL cTroft nnA nor.'- iv>f;U-lvQ ' 
r.ro'jro.iS/   I VMfJ dtr; i;'j>o1n!-..'(l,   nnfl  cvon  a bl.l:  nhockod, 
}y  Mio t-ono oC yom:  loiMor to Mr.   DavlB.     It  in<H.r:r.tr!a 
< i  -u  ; !io uivl. i :ii ."..ijucj  I tliov.'j^t v;-j Jju tlcvolo^. .-.l ^;&rf. 
rot nct.uOly cxtfit ami cevt<\|ti1.y  cliOv'a a  lack of  trust 
in our  liii f'litlouF* to Bunpcu.L yo\)v iwooi'f'i.i  to the 
111'x'l'nm.     It  fu'ilioi: point.!? vip a  Jnc-k of ai'pvof;tnt<on 
of  tlio tUvlnlon oC ro.5;>r».';<)i1 :i Hies  for thrs opfv.»l:5on 
of r;ill paR^-.oiioor  sr-ivlco wli.^n CoiiO'o.'isSonrtl pro'5:;ure 
on Ailuak 53 svi'jfjoiitod as a way to colvc p):ob).oiin, many 
of vhlch <o:o clcurly tho pi.ovinoe of CoornlJ..     Tills 
cllr<,-iwni-).i)iti'»ont and slioek docpciT^cl vlion I saw you had   '  • 
t.nrn.'^l to public cxnosnro  In llio ryi./iC(ir,o  novj^iiaper 
(copy attached)   In an r>rcort to Incrcaco pre!5siiro upon 
us. 

U'nlTo Kcv; York  Stai.o's conlraot  for  th« opoval.lon of 
rail pasr^oiigcr  8o):vlco Is v;lth Aintrnk  and  not with 
Coii>all,  A'ol i-ak furnlnhos tho trnJns and  staffs  thoia 
with sorvlco porf^onnol..     Tho opfr.'itlng crows avo pro- 
vided by Convci'l,  and actual operation  Is controlled 
by Cojiroll dlsp.itcliors.     Wo know that n.any d^l.Tys are    • 
duo to t>-<ick v;ork,  but I also snbilt tliat many other 
dolay.T  arc duo to Conrall operational aberrations, 
rather  t?nn to ri.ittf^vs ovor which Antrdk has control. 
In .>:oco-:;;nltlon of this oltn'itlon, Mr.  Rolritrup recently 
r>;ie.it over an hour v;lth Eaw-ord Jordan of Conrall to 
dlGcuss  this  and  slMUar problems and  to solicit his 
pcrr.onal eiip''''*s^"  i" rectifying tho;i. 

V.'ould it not bo in the bcit intrrost of New York State, 
as v;oll as Ajitrak,  for your office to join with us in 
brlnfjUic/ proHsuvo to boar on Conrall,   rathor  tlian to 
uruo outHldo agiinclcs and Congror.ulonal uourcos to seek 
adjustnionts fron Amtrak of conditions which wo do not 
control? .    . • •       - 

tet's look at tho positive side for a moraont.    I'Jhat 
have v/o done?    Vro have provided seven sets of tho most 
nou i;n tva'ns  in Aiii-cloa  for operation over Now York 
Si.-.to rou':os.     V'c h.ivo an active prcjram to  solve  the 
rci 1.1.tiling toclmlcal problems  so we can begin tlie use 
of Ai.iF.loet cqulpMont  into Grand Central Station.     Wo 
aic  seeking  in every way to insure  that  service aboard 
thi^se trains Is of tho highest calibre. 
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In soi'.i--iry,  tliox'o in no lock of desiJro on the pnrt 
oC AiiLrnk to provide tho qunU.ty of  ncrvlco  toward 
v'i!i:h v.'o I'o'ti n<;n(rf>,     vrn  KI-TIKI  Jiaily  to ft!!.u;k  ond 
MoJ.vo luoljlr','..') vitUln our cfip.'lij.l Ity.     Vi'c v;lll accopt   • 
crJtlc:lh;a and even eeok constvufatvo crlticlrm con- 
corn.ltKj sucli pi-oblonis.     VJo c'o In'ilnt,  hov-'cvor,  that 
tho joint cCfoi.t bcl-V.'cnn V.cw York Stato and Atntrak be   • 
a connlstont one,   nntl wo cannot tolorato aotiona 
conntei.ojoili'.otlve to ti.i'Q cooperation.     VQ ask that 
you rccofjn1.<!Q onv constraints anfl work with U3 to 
overcovao thorn,  rat))or thin to rally outslcla efforts 
ofjalnst us.     Our objcctlvun nre tho bawo.     Let's pool 
our manpowur and brainpower and/  one by one,  the problem 
areas can bo  solved.     A toam pulling  in dlvorrjont direc- 
tions got.i nowhoro.    A ttam working in concert can 
r,cco> ipllfih a gvoat deal. 

I hopo V70 can contlnuo to supi^ort each otlior'a programs 
as originally  Intended. 

'   •        Sincerely, • ' 

.' .'  , ,    •       . '     John V.  Loirtbardl 
• • Director 

.        ' •.      '• Stato and Iiocal Services 

JVl,/ATL/sh    • •:-;...       .   ••    . -.     .      -- 
Attachment ... .. " . 

cc:     Irwin L.   Davis 

Paul H. Relstrup 
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SUHACHSF., NM yoRK 
POST-SI AN HARP f. t m 

State Raps Amtrak 
For Poor Service 
Totbe Editor 

A copy of 1 letter to ?iul Reistnip, PrMldent Nation*] Rdl- 
road PuMoger Corp., T uhington DC 

Tlx public bu becomt- anare o[ the comtog of a new era ID rtfl 
passenger aervice In Nf« York Slate. Track It being rebablUtat- 
•d. Dew turbollDer equlpm-Hit hu replaced moet of tie unrcOabii 
coQveotiocal equipment a new malDlenance facility la btiag 
cooatructed, aod Datlonwide reservaUon tervlces are lo plac*. 
However, the people can only measure the effectlveoeu M Al^ 
Irak and New York Slale'a rail prograir. In terms to which tbqr 
can relate — the quality of service, »a-Ume perfonnaocc, lb* 
level of comfort, employe attKudes; the list goes on and on. 
Unfortunately, the public's opinion of both Amtrak aod our rail 
passenger programbu not improved because those tervice cblir^ 
acleristict with which the public identifies are marginal and rerr 
poor at best AD editorial appearing in the Syracuse Poit-Sttao> 
ard 00 July 20 tummarli:«s a typical instance which weros to b* 
securing with Increasinx regularity. 

The April and May c.i-time performance flgurti for Emplr* 
Service are 27 per cent f nd 22 per cent respectively. Not only am 
i convinced that the ca ises are not solely related to track work 
and the single track issue, but also with a positive approach tba 
OQ-time performance can be increased to an acceptable level aod 
llgnlficant schedule reductions are possible this fall. The track 
west of Albany and south of Poughkeepsie, you must admit, hai 
Dever been In belter condition. Slate-sponsored work oow la 
progress will eliminate sut>sUntJa1 stretches of poor track. 

Moreover, I am most concerned that no visible effort la belof 
made to Improve the Image of poor reliability which the public 
has of Amtrak. As a good faith measure to the public last Juoe, I 
wrote and requested that at a minimum the 7 per cent turcharga 
on Empire Service fare5 be reduced or eliminated due to the M^ 
time performance of only II per cent tor the mooth of Jaouary 
through March, 1(77. Later It was suggested as a token effort 
that Amtrak refund at .east one dollar lor late trains. I received 
BO response and the .-ecommendalion was subsequently ad- 
dressed at a meeting at which time your staff agreed to take It 
•nder advlsemeoL ne department cootinues to await aa atflrm- 
ative responsa. 

I am concerned that you will prot>ably not provide tbe addi- 
tional Alttany or Syracuse lo Buffalo train vhich was committed 
last winter, rurthermore, It would appear that despite our urg- 
logs Amfleet will not be Introduced to the Empire Corridor Ihla 
tail. The introduction of Amfleet as promised would have madt 
possible the earlier schedule to Montreal 

Our staffs met on June 14,1977, m an attempt to resolve theM 
issues as well as others and plot a future course of action. Sloct 
that time the list of isst'^ has grown larger and another roeetiof 
b scheduled for this T'ednesday, Aug. t, 1(77.1 certainly hop* 
that some results are forthcoming. 

The state has lived up to Its commitments aod embarked oa 
eoe of the most aggressive track programs In the oatioa I orga 
Amtrak to )oin ui In Improving services by addresalof tkaia 
problems bead oa 

W.CHENNESSY 
ComreUssiooer 

New York Suta 
department of Traniportatloa 

Albany 
Att(.t.i9n -« 
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^^ O-yyJ^ru,/^^ 
NEW YORK STATE 

DEPARTMEK I'OF TRANSPORTATION 
William C. Htnntisy. Commiu'ontr 

1220 Wdshinaton Avenue, Slate Campiis, Albany, New York 12232 

AUG3019^ 
RECEIVEO 

Mr. Irwin L. Davis <;cp n c ,„•« 
Executive Vice President 1^0 13/7 
Metropolitan Devolopnent Association et//'  _/^ 

of Syracuse & Onondaga County, Inc. 3/* / *^-'^2*<*^^ 
1900 State Tower Building ' 
Syracuse, NY  13202 

Dear Mr. Davist 

This is in response to your August 11, 1977 letter regarding 
rail passenger service in Central New York. 

The Metropolitan Development Association's concern has certainly 
been noted.  You can be assured that I will want to call on the 
MDA to support any studies, positions, or meetings that New York 
State will be conducting in its efforts to improve v/hat has turned 
out to be a dismal rail service performance record by. Amtrak. 
Support by groups such as yours will be needed if we are to turn 
this situation around. 

Right now the most important task facing the Syracuse area is 
obtaining corrective action from Amtrak.  You should express 
your concern to them and to your Congressmen promptly and 
directly.  Right now our effort is focused on obtaining from 
Amtrak the schedule reductions our past programs warrant, 
achieving reliability, and halting fare increases until service 
standards are met.  We will keep you apprised of any progress 
we make and please let us have your suggestions. 

Thank you for your commitment to work with us. 

Sincerely, 

•^  C. HENN£ssy 

H. C. HENNESSY 
Commissioner 

bcc:  P. Reistrup, Amtrak RECEIVED 

"06W7 

wi. I PRESiOEHI 

14-414 O - 7B - 14 
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Mr. RooNEY. Have you had an opportunity to discuss this matter 
with Mr. Hennessey after he left the committe yesterday ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. NO ; I did not. I did talk to Mr. Ring, however, after 
the meeting. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, would it be possible to hold the 
record open so that I might submit some questions and have them 
answered for the record. 

Mr. RooNET. Without objection. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 260.] 
[The following material was received for the record:] 
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•2-l   Hi SXW 

February  9,   1978 

Amtrak 

Honorable Harley 0. Stagqers 
Chairman 
Committee on Interstate and 

Foreign Commerce 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C.  20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is our response to your letter of January 11, 
which contained seventeen questions regarding various aspects 
of Amtrak's operations and plans. 

The questions and respective answers follow the 
question-and-answer format used in committee hearings.  The 
requested information is attached. 

If we may be of any further assistance, please feel 
free to contact me or my staff at any time. 

Sincerely, 

vPayJr  H.   Reistrup 
President 

Attachment 
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Question *1: 

How are costs allocated to individual trains? 

Answer: 

Amtrak's Route Profitability System allocates costs at each 
operating location to individual trains.  This computerized 
system is integral to Amtrak's corporate cost-manaqement 
system, i.e., all costs allocated to trains are the actual 
costs reported in monthly corporate profit and loss statements. 
Specific allocation techniques for each cost type are described 
in the attached table. 

Profitability of routes can be stated either as fully allocated 
or avoidable, i.e.. 

Route revenues 
Less:     Route fully allocated costs 
Equals:    Route fully allocated profit (or loss) 

Route revenues 
Less:      Route avoidable costs 
Equals;    Route avoidable profit (or loss) 

No routes show a fully allocated profit.  Some, however, show a 
profit on an avoidable-cost basis.  Avoidable costs are about 
50 percent of total (fully allocated) costs. 
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Question t2: 

Do such allocations represent all costs associated with each 
train, including managerial costs? 

Answer: 

All operating costs are allocated to trains.  Corporate 
expenses (general and administrative and interest) are not 
allocated to trains. 
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Question t3i 

Has Amtrak established goals and/or timetables for individual 
trains?  If so, describe in detail, including the monitoring of 
train performance and management efforts to accomplish specific 
goals. 

Answer: 

Amtrak has detailed target projects by route or by portions of 
routes.  Many of these, of course, represent single trains or 
small clusters of trains providing a local service pattern. 

Projections are for costs as well as revenues, and they are 
developed for the current year plus four more years out, and 
published as part of our annually updated five-year plans. 
Copies of Tables 42 through 47 from our current five-year plan 
are attached for your convenience.  The projections in these 
tables represent corporate goals for revenue improvement as 
well as cost control. 

Progress against these goals is checked regularly against 
actual results as reported in Amtrak's monthly Route 
Profitability Reports. 

In addition, Amtrak's Marketing Department, as part of the 
sales function, develops special goals for certain promotions 
and other market-directed sales activity. 

The processes for monitoring the quality of the service (train 
performance) are as follows: 

We receive Telex reports from the operating 
railroads daily, which indicate  the operating 
performance of every train run.  This informa- 
tion is used in a multifaceted way. 

1) Special problems that appear are handled with 
the carriers on a local or corporate level as may 
be appropriate. 

2) On-time performance by individual train, by 
route, by individual railroad, and by Amtrak 
region is calculated. 

3) Delays are categorized and analyzed for 
trends. 
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Question #3 (continued) 

4)  The information is disseminated throughout 
the company and to the railroad for further study 
and action (for example, in pursuit of scheduling 
adjustments). 

Additionally, Antrak has Institued a real-time 
computerized train performance monitoring system 
called TOSS, which has many long-term analytical 
uses. 

1)  The TOSS print-out is compared with the 
carrier's Telex reports for accuracy and for 
further detailed study. 

2)  Such items as persistent stretches of delay- 
prone trackage or early arrivals (which may per- 
mit tightening of schedules) can be and are 
pinpointed for further action with those 
involved. 
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Question  Hi 

Describe in detail Amtrak's internal management structure, 
including the role and functions of its regions and districts. 

Answer: 

Amtrak essentially is divided into two geographic operating 
areas, the Northeast Corridor (between Washington and Boston 
and the ancillary lines between Philadelphia and Harrisburg and 
between New Haven and Springfield) and the rest of the national 
system.  The Northeast Corridor organization is analagous to a 
corporate division, and its headquarters are in Philadelphia. 
The corridor group is primarily concerned with daily train 
operations but also directly consults with the appropriate 
state and local agencies, especially the transportation depart- 
ment or districts, to ensure that schedules are coordinated. 
Policy and most marketing functions remain within Amtrak's 
corporate headquarters in Washington. 

National Operations—the trains and routes beyond the Northeast 
Corridor proper—is headquartered in Washington as a department 
within corporate headquarters.  National Operation's field 
activities however, have been extensively regionalized. 

National Operation's management is structured to accomplish two 
basic tasks:  1) the day-to-day operations of trains, stations, 
and the necessary support activities such as maintenance 
facilities and on-board service crew bases; and 2) the 
establishment of longer-term objectives, policies, procedures, 
and controls for the nationwide system. 

Day-to-day operations are under the primary control of seven 
districts in three regions.  Within the policies provided by 
the corporate offices, these field offices' responsibilities 
include the provisioning and crewing of trains, operation and 
maintenance of stations, maintenance and repair of locomotives 
and cars, and the monitoring and, when practicable, enforcement 
of the contract railroads' obligation to operate trains in a 
safe, expeditious manner.  Naturally, there are several 
administrative activities such as timekeeping and budget 
management connected with the above and these too are performed 
in our district and regional offices. 
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Question t4 (continued) 

The National Operations corporate staff is structured to 
provide functional expertise and policy guidance to the field. 
The major activity areas are: 

On-board services 
Transportation (includes stations and operations 

planning) 
Maintenance 
Financial planning and analysis 
Contract negotiations and administration 

(railroad contracts) 

Organization charts and a map are attached for your reference 
(Attachment B). 

The sales function within Amtrak's Marketing Department has 
also been regionalized.  AmtraV's field Sales Department is 
divided into three Regions with regional headquarters as 
follows:  Eastern is in New York City; Central is in Chicago, 
and Western is in San Francisco.  The regions are subdivided 
into 13 districts with the districts headquarters as follows: 
Boston, New York, Philadelphia, Washington, and Orlando report 
to the Eastern Region; Minneapolis, Chicago, Indianapolis, St. 
Louis, and Houston report to the Central Region; and Seattle, 
San Francisco, and Los Angeles report to the Western Region. 
Each district is responsible for sales coverage within specific 
territory assignments and is accountable for accomplishing 
sales quotas assigned by corporate headquarters through their 
respective regional headquarters. 

Additionally, Amtrak has, within its Marketing Department,five 
Central Reservations Offices located in New York City; 
Bensalem, Pennsylvania (Philadelphia); Jacksonville; Chicago, 
and Los Angeles, which provide support to patrons for 
reservations, information, and sales. 
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Question   fS; 

What declslonal responeibllities do Aatcak's field offices 
have? 

Answer: 

National Operations' field offices have decisional responsi- 
bilities for all activities under their control.  Examples are: 
the selection and development of manpower; utilization of 
financial resources provided; staffing levels of trains, sta- 
tions, and support facilities; and the consisting of intra- 
regional trains.  The decision-making responsibilities are 
limited, however, by the overall corporate policies and other 
mandated regulations and requirements. 

Additionally, Amtrak's field offices play an important part in 
formulating train schedules and consists, menus, certain pro- 
visions in our operating agreements with the contract rail- 
roads, and other policies under which they must operate. 

Within Amtrak's Marketing Department Amtrak's field sales 
personnel are the first line interface with potential patrons, 
including travel agencies, commercial accounts, government 
accounts, express accounts, and station accounts.  They are 
accountable for producing sales quotas and work under the 
direction of the corporate director of sales, regional sales 
managers, and district sales managers.  Sales decisional 
responsibilities rest basically with these positions and in the 
order listed. 
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Question tS; 

To what extent is central management involved in field 
decisions? 

Answer: 

Decisions of a long-term policy nature or those affecting the 
nationwide system as a whole are reserved to the corporate 
headquarters staff, with responsibility finally residing in the 
president and chief operating officer of the corporation. 
Suggestions for policy changes move both ways within the 
system; some are initiated from headquarters and regional views 
are solicited.  Some come from the regions for corporate 
review. 

Within the broad policies established there is a need for day- 
to-day implementation decisions tailored to local conditions, 
and, after an early period of almost total centralization, the 
regions were established so that many of the operational deci- 
sions could be made by those closer to the actual day-to-day 
problems.  Central management's involvement in such decisions 
is often on a post-facto basis depending on particular results. 
When there is time, regions often consult with headquarters. 
What results is a system that is not overly rigid but one that 
assigns authority commensurate with responsibility, subject 
always to later review. 

The need for sudden on-the-spot decisions most often occurs in 
the area of train operations.  The response submitted by our 
National Operations Department is illustrative: 

'National Operations' central management involve- 
ment in field decisions is limited to those matters 
that best serve the interest of our customers on a 
systemwide as opposed to a more localized basis." 

"Decisions are divided into two areas, those of 
central coordinated policy and those of local 
field-oriented policy.  Many of these decisions are 
made by our employees, but, most importantly, a large 
number must also be made by the employees of the car- 
riers with which we contract.  The final authority on 
employee decisions concerning detours and other 
emergency handling of trains is handled with central 
management with input from both the carriers and field 
management.  Consist, space control and locomotive 
distribution is handled on a system level, and co- 
ordinated with local personnel and the railroads.  For 
short-distance corridor trains, our local managements 
set the consists, which in turn are monitored by 
corporate headquarters." 



230 

Question t6 (continued) 

•While final authority in all matters rests with 
the Vice President and General Manager - National 
Operations, central managenent for the most part 
only ensures that field decisions are in the best 
interest of the customer and comply with overall 
policy." 
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Question •?; 

Why is West Virginia served by a field office located in Miami? 
If there are cost savings associated with this decision/ 
explain in full the nature and extent of the savings. 

Answer: 

Although National Operations' Southern Region is headquarted in 
Miami, train operations through West Virginia are directly the 
responsibility of supervisory personnel in Richmond, Roanoke 
and Cincinnati.  In addition, there is an Amtrak maintenance 
facility at Tri-State, Kentucky, very near Kenova and 
Huntington, West Virginia. 

Miami was selected as the overall regional headquarters because 
of the number of trains and volume of passengers originating 
from or destined for the Florida market, including the Chicago- 
Florida service. 

This arrangement is in line with our decentralization of 
management control over daily activities which began two and 
one-half years ago.  While there have been some manpower sav- 
ings, our main objective, which we are approaching, has been to 
more effectively control our activities through decentraliza- 
tion than was possible with the former centralized management. 

West Virginia is also served by Amtrak's Senior Sales 
Representative- located in Richmond, who reports to the 
Washington Sales Office. 
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Question t8i 

How can field offices effectively serve areas from which they 
are geographically remote?  How are such offices able to 
maintain close contact with the areas to be served? 

Answer: 

Within our three regions under National Operations (excluding 
Northeast Corridor Operations), which are headquartered in 
Alexandria, Virginia, (the Eastern Region); Chicago (the 
Central Region), and San Francisco (the Western Region), are a 
number of District Offices (field offices) that have been 
located in those cities where our most important service work 
is centralized. 

Beyond the Northeast Corridor the actual train operations are 
conducted by our contract railroads, functioning in effect as 
subcontractors.  Amtralc's direct managerial and performance 
activities on these trains involve on-board services, station 
services, and equipment maintenance—heavy and routine— 
including train cleaning and trip preparation.  Of these, the 
task requiring the closest day-to-day and intense supervision 
are the maintenance and train preparation activities.  For the 
past several years we have been acquiring and staffing most of 
our own maintenance bases, and it is In these locations that we 
have placed our district offices.  They are right where the 
major shops are and in cities where the trains originate. These 
locations are also where we have our heaviest concentration of 
Amtrak personnel, or where we have major supervisory 
responsibilities over railroads doing such work under 
contract. 

Thus, although we send trains In all directions and for long 
distances, the actual managerial arrangements are more geo- 
graphically centralized then they may appear from looking at a 
map. 

The location of our seven district offices is illustrativei 

1) Miami, with a major facility at Hialeah, staffed 
primarily by Seaboard Coast Line personnel, but requiring close 
supervision and inspection monitoring. 

2) Rensselaer (Albany), New York, the site of our newest 
maintenance facility handling our Rohr Turboliner fleet as well 
as doing other engine and car work. 
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Question t6 (Continued) 

3) Chicago, our busiest train operation center, with a 
number of years and facilities now staffed entirely by Antrak 
{with the exception of the Milwaukee Road's Western Avenue 
facility). 

4) New Orleans, where the maintenance base is now all- 
Antrak. 

5) St. Louis, a hub of train operations, and also serving 
through trains. 

6) Seattle, which originates and terminates 12 trains 
daily, with maintenance performed by 225 Burlington Northern 
employees, which we supervise. 

7) Los Angeles, with two major facilities: 
car yard and the Redondo Junction facility. 

the 8th Street 

Within the last year we closed several district offices; these 
were the ones that were not well located in relation to major 
workload centers, resulting in the tighter managerial pattern 
listed above. 

In addition to the district offices, we have other supervisory 
personnel at key locations throughout the system as well as 
supervisors whose responsibilities require extensive train 
riding to ensure service levels. 

With this approach, coupled with modern data. Telex, radio- 
telephone and wide-area voice phone circuits, we have not found 
geography to pose a particular problem in effectively serving 
the needs at the more remote, but smaller, maintenance and 
operations centers. 

Marketing 

Under the United budget that is available for sales personnel, 
Amtrak'B Marketing Department has 73 field sales representa- 
tives to cover the United States.  Within the budgetary con- 
straints, we must assign personnel according to the size of 
potential markets, taking into consideration such aspects as 
available service, population, and traffic patterns, if we are 
to meet our sales goals.  Contact is maintained with the areas 
through the development of regular call patterns by the 
assigned sales representatives and close communications with 
associate contacts such as station agents, travel agents, city 
and civic centers, and other various accounts. 
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Question tSs 

Does Aatrak seek input fro« the States witb respect to 
decisions affecting the quality, frequency, and scheduling of 
rail passenger service within State boundaries as part of a 
national systea of rail passenger service? 

Ajiswer: 

Tes.  Aatrak has recently strengthened its department of state 
and local services to better accoaaodate those states with 
active rail passenger prograas beyond the Northeast Corridor. 
In the corridor organization we have a subsidiary state and 
local liaison operation dealing directly with the corridor 
states.  This office works cooperatively with the National 
state and local services department. 

The corridor liaison teas has routine, frequent discussions and 
periodic meetings with State agencies to discuss all aspects of 
rail passenger service in the region.  Ttiese meetings take 
place both at the corridor group's offices in Philadelphia and 
at the various State Departaent of Transportation Offices. 
During the recent budgetary crisis, however, when it was 
necessary because of short tiae deadlines to aake certain 
discretional cutbacks in service, these decisions were aade by 
Aatrak aanageaent and then transaitted to the States for their 
inforaation and concurrence. 

On the national level, aeetings tend to be aore on an ad hoc 
basis than on a regular basis, as the nuaber of states is large 
and the possible places to aeet are aany and geographically 
dispersed.  Considerable contact is maintained, of course, by 
mail and by phone.  He do solicit the views of the states on 
any substantial scheduling proposals and especally on new stops 
or new state-assisted services.  Local governments are also 
contacted regarding station sites and possible funding support 
for new or upgraded facilities. 

Close cooperation is of course mandatory with those states 
assisting financially in the operation of trains under Section 
403(b) of the Act.  However, we also seek state concurrence or 
at least an understanding of changes that are proposed or 
iapleaented.  More can be done in this area, but we believe we 
have made considerable iaproveaent, which aost states will 
verify, and we intend to do still aore. 
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Question tlO; 

What contact has Amtrak had with the State of West Virginia in 
this respect?  Does Amtrak hold regular meetings to discuss 
State problems? 

Answer: 

Amtrak is in regular contact with the West Virginia Railroad 
Maintenance Authority in Charleston, West Virginia.  Proposed 
Cares, schedule revisions, station stop and facilities require- 
ments are reviewed with this group prior to implementation. 
Monitoring of ridership is a joint effort with emphasis on 
promoting special trips to Cincinnati for ballgames and other 
Riverfront Coliseum events.  When flyers are printed for 
promotional purposes, the authority helps Amtrak in dis- 
tributing the material to state agencies and key industrial 
travel centers.  An example of this activity is the current 
distribution of the reduced-fare sleeper flyer for the 
Cardinal.  It is hoped that the authority's effort will attract 
a substantial business market for sleeper travel from 
Charleston and Huntington, West Virginia to Washington, D. C. 

In addition, Amtrak and the authority have been active in 
identifying possible intermodal exchanges between Amtrak trains 
and local bus authorities.  A local transfer to/from PANTRAN 
buses was established in the summer of 1977 for the Jefferson 
County area to the Shenandoah and Blue Ridge trains. 

24-414 O - 78 . IS 
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Question til: 

Have specific goals been established for the Shenandoah?  If 
so, describe. 

Answer: 

Yes.  In Tables 42 and 43 through 47 of the current Five Year 
Plan, copies of which are attached as part of the answer to 
question #3, the figures given for Amtrak's Washington- 
Cincinnati trains are specifically for the Shenandoah service. 
The revenue goal for PY 1978 is $651,000.  Similarly, the 
revenue goals for FY 1979 through FY 1982 are $684,000| 
$718,000; $754,000, and $791,000, respectively. 

The on-time performance goal for the Shenandoah trains is 90 
percent.  This has been extremely difficulty to achieve, 
especially due to the number of freight derailments on the 
Shenandoah's B&O line.  Attachment C shows track blockages from 
various causes on this line for the period from October 1 
through December 18, 1977. 
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MtrXAK 
MnONAL 0?ESATIONS DEItSaiOXt 

Blockmges For 
Trtlne 32 »nd 33 

Oetob«r 1 - Dteeaber 18.  1977 

ATTACHMENT C 
Page 1 of 2 

TtAIS (0«t«) 

October 

CMJSE or gLOCKAGE 

Ho blockage during this Booth 

Md) Fralghc dctellnenc. Cole, Ohio; held for crick 

33(1S) Uolc 720 derailed - cermlnatcd at Duckvorth 

33(16) Dnlt 703 b/o at Duckworth added B&O unit 7158 
Duckworth to Chllllcothe. Unit 7138 off and Unit 
6492 on at Chllllcothe to Cincinnati. 

32(16) Annulled - no equipment available 

32(27) Kail aeparacion, 13" delay at Ohio River Bridge 

32(28) Freight derailment - train terminated at Crafton 

33(28) Freight derailment - train terminated at Parkersburg 

32(29) Vralghc derailment - train terminated at Crafton 

33(29) Freight derailment - train Cezmlnaced at Parkersburg 

32(30) Freight derailment - train terminated at Crafton 

33(30) Freight derailment - train  terminated at Parkaraburg 

December 

33(6) Bridge out - terminated at Hamdcn, Ohio - equipment 
aent to CHL 
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AtOMX. 
RAIIOMAL OPEXATIOMS SEPAXBfEIR 

ATTACHMENT  C 

tf 2 of 2 

TKAIW   (D»t«) 

Decaaber  (cont'd) 

32(7) 

CAPSI OF BLOCKACI: 

Bridge out - originated at CHL 

33(7) Darallttd lead unit at Belpre, Ohio 

3Z(t) Dolt 715 b/o account derailaent of 33(7). P«s«cngers 
bossed ClnclonAti-Parkersburg then 32(8) derailed 
Salthburg, U. Va. 

33(U) FrftifhC derallaent - terainated at Walker, W.Va. 

32(15) Freight derailment - origlastcd at ?arkersburg 

33(U) Freight derallaieat - train annulled between Terra Alca 
and Grafton 

32(17) Freight derailment - terminated at Farkeriburg 

33(17) Frelgjht derailment ~ terminated at Craftoo 

32(18) 

33(18) 

Freight derailment - terminated at Parkcrsburg 

Freight derallacac '- terminated at Crafton 



230 

Question •12; 

What does Amtrak's management perceive as its responsibilities, 
as to initiation and on a continuing basis, with respect to 
experimental trains? 

Answerj 

Under present law, the Criteria and Procedures for Making Route 
and Service Decisions apply to all trains and routes except 
those initiated by the Department of Transportation before the 
Criteria and Procedures went into effect. 

The Amtrak Board may initiate service as an 'experiment" if 
funds and equipment are available.  In such cases, the Board's 
decision process will involve the application of the Criteria 
and Procedures. 

Specific potential service additions are cited in Table 8, page 
13, of the Five Year Plan.  A copy is attached {Attachment D). 

Once an experimental route goes into operation, our operations 
goals are the same as for any other Amtrak service;  To run an 
efficient, safe operation in an economical manner, on schedules 
worked out in conjunction with our Marketing Department and 
local input so as to best meet and develop the potential market 
demand in the area served, including connecting revenue. 



240 

u • « 
C I'- 
ll o • 

b b « 
C «> i' 

»•* a ** 

S     5i • 
• 3 
• 0 

3 ^ 
0 « 
b •> « 
8£ 
c u 

c 
•c -> 
tl 1 • > 
9 " 0 c 
0 0/ 

a u » 
0 >- 

— c 
> 
• c 
C 0 < -< • 

c 
• S 
• • 
J> Cl 

n 

— > 
V tl 
V b 

4J   «l C 

^   B • 

• f - 
M m I 
b^ c 
m 3 ( 

- ? -     1 
1 

c a 
• n 

^1 
LI 

b n 
vs 
6- 

; —     e * 

m c 
I — 
c • 
O   b 

5 Y 
V f 
• b 

i 

»<    -<     e 

e M 
m a • 
« o 

Y 
S   Y   ? 
2     **     • A       **       *^ 

-••       *-•        I 

I 
u 

i i c 6 

• O «J 
• IP 

• — c 

b I) 

5' 

s 
I 
b 
C • 
m c 

I • 
c • 

k   w    ^ 

»s: I ——— 
• c x a 

•   D « 
V J>   • t 
c c b c 
• — -« c 

o—6S 



241 

3X3» 
ns' 

V • 
a 
c 

4 
it 

3 
IS 
c 

> b 

1 

> * 
« 1- 
C 

c 
•  • c 
•1 0 

'1 ̂
 

9 

-< > « : 

e • 
o 
^ tt e 
— o-o 

rt        tf> 

O V 1C ^ 

(M ^ 

o 

n a 

".S   ~ 

•I — 
> (J 
C K « ^ 

I m 
m u 
c ** 
m • >« 

s — 
I 

ow 
? I 

Ox 

— O 

n • 

u  • 

a— 
9  C • 
U -^ -^ 
I  « ^ -^ •K u o c e u .fi-< 
m « « 
«j c c *i 
b O C 0 -• • 
1 C 10 
« <i o 

*i ti urn 

m « 
tfl   u 

s 

si 
«i  3 
— tl 

£  « 

St 
V   « 

»-    a. 1^ 

If  g^ 
• o-     E c 

> -< 

m 
« t} 

o-o 

o — 

o 

o — 

•  > 

£  » 

28 e 

u a 

e 0 ox 
jc a 

« 
71 c * 
C   M 



242 

Question 13(a); 

Describe in detail Amtrak's "experiments" to date with the 
Shenandoah and any predecessor experimental trains serving all 
or part of its route, including, but not limited to, promo- 
tional efforts, schedule and frequency changes, fare adjust- 
ments, provision of food service, attempts to add mail 
revenues, changes in equipment (including sleeping accommoda- 
tions), and establishment of connections with other trains 
serving and extension of service to major population centers. 

Answer: 

The portion of this route between Washington and Parkersburg 
was one of the earliest of the Amtrak experimental services. 
The route was started with conventional equipment, including 
some of our earliest refurbished cars, which were above average 
in appearance and also in mechanical reliability, although 
there were mechanical problems similar to those that have 
continually plagued all our older equipment acquired from the 
railroads.  A "daylight" schedule was used.  Ridership proved 
very disappointing, especially west of Cumberland. 

Through late winter and spring of 1972 one of the United 
Aircraft TurboTrains was operated experimentally on this route. 
Although this equipment did not operate well (the route is one 
of the most difficult in the United States in terms of curves 
and grades), it had considerable public appeal and its use 
resulted in widespread free publicity for the service.  The 
result was a roughly doubled ridership, typically from an 
average of five passengers per train at the Parkersburg end to 
about ten per train.  It was concluded that the route needed a 
stronger end-point at the western end than Parkersburg, but at 
the time the Ohio River railroad bridge there was out of ser- 
vice.  The TurboTrain was removed from exhibition at Transpo 
'72, held in June of that year at Dulles Airport, and the train 
was changed back to conventional equipment.  The TurboTrain had 
proved unsuitably unreliable for the service as well as too 
expensive to operate.  None of these trains are now in Amtrak 
revenue service. 

Budgetary considerations then resulted in cutting back the 
route to Cumberland, and service continued until October 1976, 
when the new Shenandoah service through Parkersburg to 
Cincinnati was inaugurated, using our latest Amfleet equipment. 

An alternative to the daylight schedule pattern had long been 
under consideration.  Effective January 8 of this year, because 
of low ridership, the schedule was changed to an overnight ser- 
vice with connections at Cincinnati to and from the Cardinal 
(formerly the James Vftiitcomb Riley), which operates through to 
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Question 113(3) (continued) 

Chicago.  The overnight schedule provides morning inbound and 
evening outbound schedules to and from the major mar)cets at 
each end of the Shenandoah's route—Washington and Cincinnati. 
Sleeping cars that can operate with the Amfleet equipment are 
not available for this service, but the great preponderance of 
the ridership and revenues comes from coach passengers, even on 
overnight runs. 

However, we are now developing a new concept to provide a 
limited sleeping service within the standard Amfleet coach. 
Being developed on a modular basis is a room containing two 
beds that can be installed in the Amfleet coaches, replacing 
several seats, which can be easily removed from the seat track 
rails built into these cars.  Our first trial implementation of 
these sleeping modules will be on the Shenandoah trains.  We 
will build two prototyes, which will allow one to be installed 
on each of the two trainsets required to operate the Shenandoah 
service.  They will provide a limited sleeping capacity that 
can be offered on an experimental basis.  This capacity is 
similar to that offered by the B&O bacJc in the 1960s, when a 
'combination car' containing a lounge, a buffet and limited 
bedroom space was used in the consists of the trains running 
then.  At that time, this space was sufficient to accommodate 
the general volume of first-class business these trains 
attracted.  If our modular experiment is successful, it can of 
course be expanded. 

Early ridership data indicate that the new schedule is 
considerably more attractive than the former daylight schedule. 

Mail revenues have been sought, but the area in which the 
Shenandoah operates is served by truck routes on postally 
dedicated schedules designed to meet the Postal Service's 
needs.  Our present schedules could be used for mail service at 
some of the intermediate points, but the volume will not sup- 
port the use of a full baggage car on these trains.  We are 
developing a "quick release' mail container for attachment to 
the Amcoach seat tracks built into the floor of each coach. 
Such containers could replace one or several seats in a coach 
and enable us to pick up some small-volune but significant mail 
revenue to or from intermediate points. Prototypes of these 
new containers are to be tested between New York City and 
Washington in mid-February.  If they are successful in meeting 
the Postal Service's criteria, they would be ideal for pro- 
viding a mall service to points along the Shenandoah route now 
served by truck. 
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Question •13 (a) (continued) 

The introduction of the new Shenandoah service through to 
Cincinnati in October 1976 was accompanied by substantial local 
radio, television and newspaper advertising.  Radio was used in 
the Grafton area market with a campaign of 15 announcements per 
week for five weeks.  Two television stations were used at 
Clarksburg to produce a combined coverage of 100 gross rating 
points per week for five weeks.  There were a total of 11 
newspaper insertions, which appeared in Clarksburg, 
Parkersburg, Grafton, Keyser and Martinsburg.  The combined 
advertising reached an estimated 85 percent of the population 
within the area in a four-week period. 

Antrak's national advertising also reached the Shenandoah's 
markets,  'nils included our 1976 network television coverage, 
'hub and feeder* market coverage, USA Rail proBotion, and 
national magazine advertising. 

The 1977 hub and feeder advertising provided general train 
advertising for the Shenandoah throughout the year.  In 
September 1977 we promoted the round-trip excursion fare on the 
Shenandoah route via flyers and newspaper advertising.  A 
sample is attached (Attachment B). 

There have been fare changes on an experimental or promotions 
basis as well.  The following is a brief chronology of these 
changes in the past 16 months: 

October 31, 1976—Established fares for new stations Cumberland 
to Cincinnati at 7.5t under 250 miles, and 7.0^ over 251 miles. 
Seat charges established at 10^/mi minus one-way coach fare. 
Roundtrip fares within 90 days (RH90) were established at 150% 
of one-way. 

September 15, 1977—Established 2-day roundtrip coach excursion 
fares at $2.00 more than one way between Washington and 
Rowlesburg city pair.  Good through November 15, 1977. 

October 30, 1977—Increased most rail and accommodations 
changes 2.5%.     Washington-Cincinnati city pair increased 5%. 
No increase in 2-day roundtrip coach excursion fares. 

RW90 recalculated at 150% of new one-way fare.  Roundtrip 
excursion fares recalculated Washington/Silver Spring to 
Hartinsburg at 125%.  Roundtrip excurion fares recalculated 
Washington/Silver Spring to Harpers Perry at 140%. 
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Question tl3   (a); (continued) 

January 31, 1978—Established 32-day roundtrip coach excursion 
fares (RW32).  Fares established between Keyser, Oakland, 
Rowlesburg, Grafton, Clarksburg and Parkersburg to all points. 
Tickets good for sale through May 25, 1978, and honored for 
travel through June 26, 1978.  Travel restricted February 17-20 
and March 18-26.  Not good between intermediate points.  Fares 
calculated at 133% of one-way fares. 

February 24-26, 1978—Established roundtrip coach excursion 
fares between Chillicothe, Athens, Parkersburg and Cincinnati 
to promote use of trains or new schedule and longhorn Rodeo at 
the Riverfront Coliseum.  Roundtrip fare is the regular one way 
fare plus $1.00. 

April 1, 1978, to December 10, 1978—Established roundtrip 
coach excursion two-day fares between Parkersburg and 
Cincinnati to promote using train for games and other 
Riverfront Coliseum events spring through fall.  Roundtrip fare 
is the regular one-way fare plus $2.00. 
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Question tiajb); 

what difficulties has Amtcak encountered in inclementing any 
such "experiments"? 

Answer; 

In general, the difficulties encountered in operating experi- 
mental services are similar to those encountered on all Aratrak 
routes.  They stem from a shortage of good equipment and from 
the generally run-down condition of our nation's physical 
railroad plant.  Principally this adversely affects on-time 
performance (schedule reliability) or can result in schedules 
that are too slow to be competitive.  In general, however, the 
inauguration of service on a new Amtrak route has meant a 
systematic upgrading of station facilities using capital funds 
specifically earmarked for the new service.  And, where pos- 
sible, we have tried to use new equipment, as in the case of 
the Shenandoah and the Pioneer, although this has meant the 
lack of sleeping-car service. 

Budgetary problems have also sometimes played a role in effec- 
tively delaying the start of a designated new service.  At 
present no new experimental services are approaching the imple- 
mentation phase because there is not sufficient capital or 
operating funds to support expansion.  Even state-assisted 
route initiatives are constrained. 

Budgetary concerns can also force difficult management 
decisions on the resources to be devoted to experimental 
operations versus established routes.  On the one hand, 
experiments by their very nature are deserving of special 
emphasis.  On the other hand, diverting the best equipment or 
promotional funds from a strong route to a weaker one can re- 
sult in a serious loss in total revenue.  A reasonable balance 
must always be sought.  With more, we could do more.  The 
management thrust, however, on any route, is to make every 
effort within the resources available to improve ridership, 
revenues and performance. 
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Question tlBCc)! 

To what extent has Amtcak worked with the State of West 
Virginia to implement any such 'experiments'? 

Answer: 

After the West Virginia Railroad Maintenance Authority was 
established in 1975, AmtraK instituted a program with the State 
to provide reduced-fare tickets for needed transportation ser- 
vices under the Transportation Remuneration Incentive Program 
(TRIP) to eligible citizens of West Virginia.  Amtrak closely 
coordinates with the office of Mr. Killoran on any changes in, 
or experimentation with, schedules, frequencies, consists, 
fares, additional or special stops, and establishment of con- 
nections with trains serving major metropolitan centers (such 
as the two-way connections established between the Shenandoah 
and the Cardinal at Cincinnati). 
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Question tlBld); 

What further 'experiments* are contemplated at thts tiae? 

Answer: 

All proposals for new or extended routes are in abeyance 
pending the outcome of the Department of Transportation's 
'zero-based" route study, and also because of the shortfall in 
operating funds for the balance of fiscal year 1978. Cur- 
rently, problems involved in rerouting the Floridian service 
(Chicago-Florida) through Atlanta are being investigated, but 
this would amount to a restructuring of a basic-system route 
rather than an 'experimental' route.  To a major extent, of 
course, all our services are "experimental'. 

Amtrak's Five Year Plan outlined primarily a system with little 
growth in recognition of funding constraints and present trans- 
portation priorities.  Progressive management required, how- 
ever that we extend our analysis of existing routes to 
determine whether any additions would further enhance the 
marketability and performance of the system.  While the pos- 
sibilities of route extensions and combinations are apparently 
limitless—judging from our mail from the public—Amtrak's Five 
Year plan outlined the marketing potential for 24 additional 
routes or services.  These route or service additions are 
largely impossible to implement at the present due to operating 
fund, capital fund, and equipment limitations.  From the 
experience in preparing the Plan, and from a committee within 
Amtrak, further examination of the potential of "emerging 
corridors" was done, evidenced by the Final Report of the Track 
Policy Task Force as approved by the Amtrak Board of Directors 
on October 26, 1977. 

Fare adjustment and promotion development continues for all 
routes, including the routes through West Virginia.  And, as 
noted, we hope to be able to experiment with the small con- 
tainerized mail program on the Shenandoah route.  Requests for 
new stops are being continually evaluated as well, but con- 
straints on the amount of capital we have for platforms, 
shelters and lights mean that we will not be able to put in as 
many new stops as we had earlier hoped. 
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Question tl4; 

What is the status of Charleston and Huntington stations with 
respect to improvements and funds allocated therefore? 

Answer: 

Amtrak has developed plans for the rehabilitation of the 
station at Charleston, West Virginia, and in June 1977 Amtrak 
requested cost estimates for this work from the C&O.  To date, 
although we have repeated our request several times, the C&O 
has not responded.  Based on our own internal estimates, 
$191,400 in capital funding has been approved for this work, 
which cannot proceed until the C&O agrees. 

The waiting room, ticket office and both restrooms in the 
station at Huntington, West Virginia, are to be painted. 
Amtrak issued an authorization notice permitting the expendi- 
ture of $2,600 for this work in May 1977.  We have now been 
advised by the Chessie System that due to the coal strike a 
number of personnel have been laid off, including those indivi- 
duals who would normally perform such work.  Once the coal 
strike is ended and the furloughed employees are recalled this 
project Is to be implemented. 
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Question tlSi . 

What promotional efforts has Antrak undertaken with respect to 
the Cardinal's schedule, sleeping car service and Anfleet 
equipment?  What further efforts, including equipment changes, 
to promote ridership and improve service are contemplated? 

Answer: 

Concurrently with the rescheduling and the change in name from 
the James Whitcomb Riley to the Cardinal in October 1977, 
intermediate market newspaper advertising was employed.  These 
advertisements stressed fares as well as schedules.  Starting 
in mid-January an eight-week radio campaign was launched in the 
key Washington market.  The Cardinal script is one of four 
being used in this campaign.  The radio spots are to run 
through mid-March. 

Amtrak's Sales Department has an ongoing, dedicated promotional 
drive to increase ridership on the Cardinal.  This includes 
telephone contacts with travel agents and other accounts 
seeking additional sales; distribution of sales promotional 
pieces; a program for our Central Reservations Offices to 
inform customers phoning in about the restoration of sleeper 
service and attempting to upgrade coach sales to sleeper sales; 
group travel solicitation; military and other government travel 
solicitation, and excursion fare promotions.  A sample of the 
sleeping-car promotion piece is attached (Attachement P). 

These trains are now operating with the best equipment Amtrak 
has, and the use of better equipment will have to await the 
funding and procurement of new long-distance, low-level cars. 
It should be noted that our first experiment In operating re- 
equipped sleepers, converted from steam to head-end electric- 
power operation compatible with the Amfleet, was on the 
Washington-Boston Night Owl overnight service.  Once the con- 
cept was proven sound, the Cardinal service became the first to 
receive the next set of modified sleepers. 



251 

'%-* 

GetaGood "^^^ 
NighfsNest r * 
OntheCaidinal,^ 

At a Rice 
That Won*t Ruffle 
\bur Feathers 
Amtrak invites you to take advantage of our 
sleeping accommodation discount on the Car- 
dinal. Between January 31 and April 30, 1978, 
passengers can save 25% off on the regular 
round-trip sleeping car travel costs.* This dis- 
count is good for travel between Cincinnati, OH, 
Maysville, KY, South Portsmouth, KY. Tri-State 
Station (Catlettsburg) KY, Huntington, WV, and 
Washington, D.C. 

You're sure to enjoy the comforts of home 
when you travel in the Cardinal's newly refur- 
bished sleeping cars. Individual passengers can 
relax in the comfort of a roomette ... a sitting 
room by day and a sleeping room at night 

Passenger's seeking a more spacious ac- 
commodation can travel in a bedroom that 
provides comfortable seating for two during 
daylight, and two sleeping berths at night Both 
bedrooms and roomettes provide private toilet 
and washing facilities. 

Plan now to travel the route of the Cardinal 
in your own private nest 

Call Amtrak's toll-free number listed in the 
Yellow Pages or your Travel Agent now! 

'Children 2-11 pay one-half the aduk tare. 
Return must be made within 3 days. Not vald for travel 
between March 18 and March 26. 

Amtrak 

24-414 O - 7B - 17 
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See What 
You*USave 
When\buTake 
Achantageof 
theCaidinalls 
Sleeper  . 
Discount. 

TM 

Wmtmtfon. DC mi 
Ch«te«on.WV » 75X» * 100.00 »23.00 

Hia«nglon.WV 83J0 111.00 2730 
Trt-SUK Stabon 

(Cadettsburg. KV                      85.00 113.00 28.00 
South Portsnomh. KV)            8830 ll&OO 2930 

Mayivile. KY 96.00 128.00 32.00 
C3ncinn«i.0H 103JO 13&00 3430 

*kRs quoted are 
OlKount rates fof bedroom travel avulable IS wd. 

9J5p       hr WaihhgKin. D.C ar 8:39a 
W2p Ataandria.VA 8=0B« 
6-22a Charie«K)n.WV llJlp 
721a       ar HunlkigKm. WV b 10'J2p 
7Jla       t> HivtfngiDCv WV «r I0E22P 
731a Tri-S«aM Stalion 

« Catiettsburg. KY lOiOZp 
8:40a So«* Poitamoulh. KY »:I0p 
9-J2a Maysviie. KY 8:19p 

I l.OIa      ar OndmMlOH hr 632p 

Amtrak 
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Question tlS: 

Describe Amtrak's effort to obtain track improvements permit- 
ting access to Indianapolis and difficulties encountered in 
this respect. 

Answer: 

Amtrak has sought through a very difficult and lengthy process 
of litigation to require Penn Central to perform track improve- 
ments to permit access once again to Indianapolis for both the 
Cardinal and the Floridian services.  Despite Amtrak's aggres- 
sive pursuit of its rights to restoration of access to 
Indianapolis, Penn Central has to date avoided performance of 
the necessary track work.  The procedural complexities in which 
this matter has been embroiled since February 1976 are outlined 
below.  Presently Amtrak is faced with the prospect of litiga- 
tion against both Penn Central and now Conrail in two separate 
courts, with the performance of track work to restore access to 
Indianapolis being further delayed by Penn Central's and 
Conrail's refusal to honor their obligations to Amtrak. 

In February 1976 Amtrak obtained a final ruling from the 
National Arbitration Panel stating that Penn Central had failed 
to maintain certain of its rail lines, including the north- 
south lines through Indianapolis to Louisville and Cincinnati, 
at the same level of utility as existed on May 1, 1971, as 
required under the Penn Central Agreement with Amtrak.  The 
Arbitration Panel ordered Penn Central to restore the level of 
utility of the track.  In March 1976, this arbitration decision 
was confirmed by the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of Indiana (the Indiana Court).  Tliis con- 
firmed decision was then taken to the United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania (the Reorganiza- 
tion Court) for enforcement.  Penn Central claimed that its 
obligation to restore the track under this confirmed decision 
was excused by the Regional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 
(the Rail Act) and by conveyance of the lines in question to 
Conrail on April 1, 1976.  Amtrak then sought and obtained an 
indefinite stay of proceedings in the Reorganization Court 
during which it returned to the Indiana Court and sought and 
received a declaratory judgment stating that Penn Central was 
barred from raising the Rail Act in defense against the con- 
firmed decision, and that this declaratory judgment would be 
binding on all other courts. 



254 

Question tl6; (continued) 

Amtrak again returned to the Reorganization Court with the 
declaratory judgment and again sought an enforcement order for 
the confirmed arbitration decision.  The Reorganization Court 
declined to recognize the effect of the declaratory judgment 
from the Indiana Court and denied Amtrak's request for an 
enforcement order.  Amtrak appealed this denial to the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit. 

In the meantime, the Penn Central had appealed the declaratory 
judgment of the Indiana Court to the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Seventh Circuit.  The Seventh Circuit ordered 
the Indiana Court's declaratory judgment vacated. 

In July 1977, the Third Circuit Court ordered Conrail to be 
joined as a defendant to the action and remanded the matter to 
the Reorganization Court for further hearings as to the effect 
of the Rail Act on the arbitration decision.  The Third Circuit 
ruled that Conrail, as present owner of the rail lines in- 
volved, is an indispensable party in order for the Reorganiza- 
tion Court to rule upon the obligation represented by the 
arbitration decision. 

In 1975, in anticipation of the transfer of Penn Central rail 
lines to Conrail pursuant to designations under the Rail Act, 
Amtrak had entered into discussions with the United States 
Railway Association (USRA) involving the lines of railroad 
between Dayton-Richmond-Indianapolis and Dayton-Cincinnati- 
Indianapolis.  As a result of these discussions, it was decided 
that in return for Amtrak not objecting to the non-designation 
to Conrail of some 22 miles of track between Richmond, Indiana, 
and Indianapolis, Indiana, USRA would designate the line of 
railroad between Cincinnati and Indianapolis to Conrail and 
earmark it as a priority rehabilitation project for Conrail. 
This decision is outlined in the Final System Plan in Volume 1 
on pages 43 and 44.  However, upon insistence by Amtrak that 
Conrail now rehabilitate the Cincinnati-to-Indianapolis seg- 
ment, Conrail has taken the position that the Final System Plan 
is only a recommendation and is not, in fact, binding upon it. 
Conrail has indicated moreover that rehabilitation of its 
Cincinnati-Indianapolis line is of relatively low priority. 

Paced with the Third Circuit's order that Conrail be joined in 
the proceeding before the Reorganization Court, Conrail, in 
November 1977, petitioned the Special Court (established under 
the Rail Act) to stay such proceeding as to Conrail.  Amtrak 
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Question #16 (continued) 

thereupon petitioned the Special Court to stay the Reorganiza- 
tion Court from deciding the effect upon the arbitration 
decisions of conveyance of the properties under the Rail Act to 
Conrail. 

In December 1977, the Special Court generally denied both 
Conrail's and Amtrak's petitions for a stay but did, however, 
direct the Reorganization Court to stay any order that purports 
to excuse Penn Central from performance because of the Rail Act 
or imposes Penn Central's obligation of performance on Conrail. 

Assuming that Amtrak is successful in litigating with Penn 
Central, the obligation established is subject to further 
uncertainty and delay depending upon the financial capacity of 
the estate.  Further, if Conrail is held to have the obligation 
to restore the track, performance may similarly be delayed 
because of financial limitation. 
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Question 117(a)! 

In a footnote to the Criteria and Procedures for Making Route 
and Service Decisions it is stated that the "Board would not 
necessarily use these criteria and procedures for making 
routine service changes (e.g., frequency changes) which would 
retain some service over a route". 

Is there a point at which reductions ever cease to be "routine 
service changes"?  If so, describe. 

Answer: 

The question is quite complex, but the short answer would be 
"yes".  Most reasonable persons would agree that suddenly 
reducing a route from daily frequency to one trip a month or 
one a week would violate the spirit of the criteria and 
procedures issued pursuant to the Act.  It is very doubtful 
that the Amtrak Board would consider such a reduction without 
employing the procedures in full or would acquiesce in such a 
decision made by management. 

The precedents for Amtrak service frequencies were first set 
during the route selection process in 1971 when Amtrak was 
being formed.  Some routes were assigned tri-weekly fre- 
quencies; some one train a day each way, and some routes were 
given multiple daily services over all or part of a route. 
Some routes that were started on a tri-weekly basis were sub- 
sequently improved to daily service.  In some cases this was 
done on a seasonal basis, with the route reverting to a tri- 
weekly pattern in the off-season. 

Prom Amtrak's beginning, frequencies on multi-train routes have 
been subject to adjustment.  Some trains run only on weekdays, 
some on Saturdays, Sundays or holidays, and, in some cases— 
like the Blue Ridge service—one schedule pattern is employed 
on weekdays, when traffic is into the Washington area in the 
morning and out again in the morning, and a different schedule 
pattern is used on weekends, when travel is mainly from the 
central metropolitan area out to points like Harpers Ferry and 
back.  These schedule refinements have evolved as we have 
gained better understanding of the different markets we serve. 
Also, closer liaison with state and local transportation 
agencies has had the effect of encouraging and facilitating 
schedule and frequency changes and experimentation. 
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Question 17(a) (continued) 

These are benefits of the managerial freedom to adjust services 
that Congress contemplated when it removed ICC jurisdiction 
over Amtrak's schedules and frequencies. 

This said, it must be noted that the frequency reductions that 
were set in motion by management last fall were driven both as 
to timing and scope by budgetary considerations.  As such, they 
should not be regarded as typical.  Amtrak protested the 
shortfall in appropriations that made the process necessary but 
felt that under the law and congressional directives as they 
stood at that time there was no other option.  Accordingly, 
management undertook to find as much deficit reduction as 
possible by reducing service frequencies while the Board geared 
up for the much lengthier process of restructuring or 
eliminating service over whole routes or parts of routes under 
the full criteria and procedures process. 

It should also be stressed that all frequency changes that did 
not have a previous precedent were brought by management before 
the Amtrak Board for full consideration and vote of approval. 
There was extended discussion of these changes.  In this sense, 
inasmuch as the Board is the final decisional authority under 
the criteria and procedures, and has cognizance of the details 
of the criteria process, and also because each of the routes 
that were to be affected had been officially before the Board 
through Task III of the procedures, these proposed changes were 
not considered entirely without the benefit of the Congres- 
sionally approved mechanisms for reducing service.  In fact, 
these procedures were followed to the extent that time per- 
mitted, and the spirit of the criteria was followed and applied 
by the Board during its consideration of these management 
proposals. 

At the time we stressed--and we stress again—that the criteria 
and procedures were not designed and approved by Congress to be 
used as an emergency budget-cutting tool.  They were designed 
to be used for rationalizing and improving the national route 
structure so as to provide more transportation per dollar of 
passenger ticket revenue and per dollar of federal support. It 
may be hoped that this problem, and therefore the theoretical 
problem posed in Question 17, need not be confronted again. 
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Question 17(3) (continued) 

Nevertheless, we wish to also stress that the frequency 
reductions proposed last fall were not chosen on an arbitrary 
or political basis.  All routes were ranked both by avoidable 
deficit per train mile and by deficit per passenger mile, and 
both are objective measures.  The train-mile figures spoke 
directly to the amounts of money that could be saved by not 
running a particular train on a particular day, and the pas- 
senger-mile figures also provided a measure of intensity of 
use—that is, the numbers of passengers affected and in pro- 
portion to the length of their trips.  Both were evaluated, and 
where the difference in total dollars was marginal, the trains 
producing the lesser number of passenger-miles were selected 
for reduction. 

It is also important to note that the process proved to be 
quite self-limiting.  A point was quickly reached where further 
frequency reductions would have actually meant an increase in 
the subsidy requirement, because of the associated loss in 
revenues compared to the money that could actually be saved— 
the true "avoidable" costs—by reducing the frequency. 
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Question tlTtb): 

Should objective criteria and procedures, not based solely on 
economics or necessarily entailing lengthly public participa- 
tion, be established for frequency changes? 

Answer: 

For the reasons cited in the answer to Question 17(a) above, we 
do not believe that enactment by statute or under administra- 
tive law of another set of more-limited criteria and procedures 
dealing with frequency reductions is either necessary or wise. 

As of this writing, it does not appear that the conditions that 
led to last fall's difficulties will be repeated.  Subsequent 
to the announcements of the service cuts last fall the Congress 
again addressed itself to the issues and the Congressional in- 
structions have been substantially revised.  However, if pre- 
sent services are to continue through the end of the present 
fiscal year additional federal funding must be forthcoming. 
The Congress will be involved.  Meanwhile, the present instruc- 
tions stand, which state that Amtrak is to maintain approxi- 
mately the present level of service pending further considera- 
tions for funding and pending the outcome of the "zero-based" 
route study assigned to the Department of Transportation. 



260 

Mr. KooNET. Thank you very much, Mr. Reistrup. 
Mr. REISTRUP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Fu)Rio [presiding]. Mr. Ros.sCapon. 

STATEMENT OF ROSS CAPON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF RAILROAD PASSENGERS 

Mr. CAPON. I would ask that my conmiitte statement be included in 
the record. 

Mr. FLORIO. Without objection [see p. 261]. 
Mr. CAPON. The basic thrust of the first part of my testimony I think 

is supported by most of the witnesses that you have had before you. 
There has never really been a question as to whether people wanted 
passenger trains. We think the ridership is there, the demand is there. 
We think there are some problems at Amtrak that need to be worked 
out. We think that Amtrak has made some progress. I would be the 
first to commend the committee and the Congress for your crucial work 
in making available the passenger service that we do have today. 

One of the membei-s of the Appropriations Subcommittee said, "I 
want to determine whether the cuts were made on the basis of lack 
of ridership or whetiier thcv were made simply on the basis of lack 
of congressional appropriations." We liave included charts which 
show some ridership counts during a peak period in August and a 
period in March for the Chicago-Oakland and Chicago-Ijos Angeles 
trains, which Amtrak is now considering cutting back to tri-weekly. 
We think the figures demonstrate a significant demand. 

Furthermore, the charts show only those individuals who were able 
to obtain reservations. 

Mr. Madigan has noted that there are a lot of people who are turned 
awav. We think that the numlx'i's of people turned away relate directly 
to the question that the ciiaiiinan raised yesterday about Amtrak 
carrying a small percentage of the total passengers in this country. In 
short, a lot of people will be l)Oth perplexed and dismayed if the next 
time tliey call Amtrak they find that service has been cut back even 
further from its already inadequate levels. 

Amtrak with the support of the administration and the Congress 
should be increasing the numbei-s of ti-ains operating over established 
routes, not decreasing them. We l>elieve it is the resiwnsibility of 
those in Goverimient to see that the public has the kind of decent 
public transportation it wants and needs. 

I would like to mention tlie issue of buses. 
I would like to quote something that an Amtrak sales manager 

said to me a few yeai-s ago. He said. "Hell, I put more passengers on 
Greyhound than Greyhound does." I think the Ixjst thing that could 
hapjien to botli Amtrak and the bus companies would be more co- 
operation, more joint printing of timetables, and more willingness of 
ticket agents on both sides to sell intennodal travel, liecause we think 
that l)otli modes will gain passengere from such cooperation. 

In terms of the number of requests for travel which were denie-d, I 
want to emphasize the footnote that we have in our testimony which 
says that the figures don't repiesent the exact number of people turned 
away, because .some individuals may inquire more than once. 
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We. found that, considering the requests for coach seats only, in 
1 week, Aug^ist 8th to 14th, 30,661 requests for travel. 6,.56r) of them 
involving the discontinued Champion, were denied for those trains 
running during this 1 week in August. That is the New York-Florida 
trains alone. 

Talking about Amtrak's relationship with the private railroads, 
we need to remcn\ber that S.'J percent of Amtrak's operating budget, 
or 52 percent of the public funds that Amtrak receives, is paid to the 
railroads. 

We have heard questions raised by various individuals as to whether 
some railroads are not routinely billing Amtrak for costs not incurred 
by Amtrak trains and not reflected m Amtrak's contracts with the 
railroads. It should not be forgotten that antagonism continues to 
exist between the pa.sseiiger train industry and certain railroads. 

We recommend a GAO study which would shed some light on 
specifics that I don't believe they have dealt witli before. 

If there is no supplemental appropriation, it appears that even more 
service cuts than have already been announced would be implemented. 
We are concerned that such cuts would l)e so severe that they may 
in fact constitute an almost irreversible decision to eliminate the 
nationwide rail passenger network. 

I would like to second your point about a legislative void in the 
context of the route and services criteria because it is quite clear to 
us that once a week services, which Mr. Reistrup indicated they are 
now considering, to consider that outside the ix)ute and service criteria 
is ridiculous. 

Once-a-week service for practical purposes is no service. 
In the interest of time I will be glad to conclude right now, if you 

have any questions that you want to ask. 
[Mr. Capon's prepared statement and tables follow:] 

STATEMENT OF Rosa CAPON, EXECUTTVK DniECTOR, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
RAILROAD PASSENOERS 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity to comment on the crisis in rail 
passenger service which faces us. I am Ross Capon, executive director of the 
National A.ssociation of Railroad Passenger, a non-protit. consumer-oriented 
organization, supported entirely by membership dues and contributions. We 
receive no financial support from the government, Amtralj, the railroad com- 
panies, or the rail lalwir unions. 

Most Amtrak u,ser8 don't even know that their trains are in danger. At n time 
when the neeil for public trnn.sportation is becoming more and more apparent, 
most people find it hard to believe that passenger train service might be drastic- 
ally reduced. 

Public official—whether in the Congress, Amtrak, the Department of Trans- 
portation, or the Office of Management and Budget—should not l)ecome caught 
up in a dispute that focusses only upon numlwrs. Passenger trains run because 
|)eopIe want them to run. We i)elieve it is the job of people in Washington to 
a8.sure that these trains are run properly. 

Questions have i)een raise<l about many aspects of Amtrak's performance to 
date. Thase (luestions must be answered: where things have gone wrong, the.v 
must be correctetl. I will address a few of these questions here, but first XARP 
would like to focus on the heart of the Amtrak issue—the trains themselves, and 
the people who ride them. 

What about these trains? Are they being use<J? Are the people in the com- 
munities served by Amtrak ready to see thLs service cut back or eliminated? 

One of the members of the House Appropriations Sul>committee who was dis- 
turbed by the magnitude of the cuts announced by Amtrak on August 31 said: 
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"I want to determine whether the outs were made on the basis of lack of rider- 
ship or whetlier they were made simply oii the basis of lack of sufRcient Con- 
gressional appropriations." 

To help answer that question, XARP obtained ridership data from Anitrak for 
the first week of August (the most recent period available). This data gives 
a good iiicture of just how many people Amtrak was al)le to .serve during the 
middle of the summer season just jmst: and we have also included some March 
figures to .show that the.se trains are hardly empty during the "of season". 

The figures are for two trains that Amtrak is considering re<Iucing to tri- 
weekly if no supplemental funds are forthcoming—the Chicago—Oakland "San 
Francisco Zephyr" and the Cliicago—Los Angeles "Southwest Limited". 

The following charts show the highest numbers of iia.ssenger on these trains 
at one time for each day of the week, the capacities of the trains, and the per- 
centages of spaces that were filled. The charts show that the trains were con- 
sistently either fille<l or almost filled. Given the "no-show" problem, it appears 
thn' the trains were .sold out on most days. 

The charts show only those individuals who were able to obtain reserved 
space. How many potential passengers were turned away becau.se no space was 
available? For the "Zephyr", during the August 8-14 period, the number of denied 
reservation requests for both east and westbound trains totalled: 1,312 coach 
seat.s. 3.")7 first-cla.ss roomettes, and 566 liedrooms. For the "Southwest Limited", 
the totals were: 1,590 coach seats, 2,418 roomettes, 1,490 bedrooms, and 327 
drawing rooms.' 

Out of curiosity, we asked about the Xew York-Florida trains for the same 
week, August 8-14. We found that, considering requests for coach seats only, 
30,661 requests for travel (6,.565 of them involving the discontinued "Champion") 
were denied for those trains running during this one week in August. 

A lot of people will be both perplexed and dismayed if the next time they 
call Amtrak they find that service has been cut back even further from its 
already inadequate levels. Amtrak, with the Administration and the Congre.«s. 
should be increasing the number of trains operating over establishe«l routes, not 
decreasing them. We believe it is the responsibility of tho.se in Government to 
see that the public has the kind of decent public tran.sportation it wants and 
needs. 

PASSENGER COUNTS AT PEAK BOARDING POINTS 

Departure 

Coach 

Pas- 
sengers Seats 

Per- 
cent   Check point 

Pas- 
senders 

1st class 

Beds 
Per- 
cent   Check point 

Westbound San Francisco Zephyr, Auv. 1- 
Monday..  271 29« 
Tuesday  (') (') 
Wednesday  258 292 
Thursday  289 290 
Friday  225 294 
Saturday  283 294 
Sunday  296 302 

Eastbound San Francisco Zephyr, Aug. 1-7 
Monday  198 184 
Tuesday  (') (>) 
Wednesday  223 240 
Thursday  218 294 
Friday....  235 252 
Saturday  269 294 
Sunday  186 296 

Westbound Southwest Limited. Aug. 1-7: 
Monday  337 352 
Tuesday  243 352 
Wednesday  364 352 
Thursday  390 352 
Friday...  364 352 
Saturday  286 352 
Sunday  318 352 

See footnote at end of table. 

92.2 Aurora  

88.4 Aurora  
99.7 Denver  
76.5  do  
96.3 do...  
98.0 Aurora/Denver. 

107.6   Cheyenne  
(')  0)  

92.9   Ogden  
74.1 Aurora  
93.3 Denver..   
91.5   Ogden  
62.8 Denver  

95.7   Dodge City  
69.0 do  

103.4  do..  
110.8 Albuquerque... 
103.4   Dodge City  
81.3 Fort Madison.. 
90.3 Albuquerque... 

62 64 96,9 Denver. 
<•) (') (') (') 
83 88 94.3 Denver. 
55 66 83.33 Denver Cheyenne 
57 64 89,1 Chicago. 
63 66 95.5 Denver. 
45 66 68.2 Aurora Denver. 

52 66 78.8 Aurora. 
<') (•) ('). (') 
40 66 60.6 Ogden. 
58 66 87.9 Aurora. 
5? 66 78.8 Denver. 
45 66 68.2 Ogden. 
39 66 59.1 Denver. 

97 100 97.0 Albuquerque. 
60 6b 90.9 Dodge City. 
5/ 66 86.4 Kansas City. 
65 66 98.5 Albuquerque. n 88 83,0 Barstow. 
53 66 80,3 Do. 
70 88 79.5 Do. 

'Tlir-so ficnrps ilo not rpprpsont thr- exnrt tuiinlwrs of pwiplp tiirnpfl nwny becaiisp. for 
example, Bome Individuals may hove Inquired more than once. 
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PASSENGER COUNTS AT PEAK B0AR0IN3 POINTS-CONTINUED 

Coach 

Daparture 
Pas- 

sengers Seats 
Per- 
cent Clieck point 

Pas- 
sengers 

1st class 

Beds 
Per- 
cent   Clieck point 

Eastbound Southwest Limited, Aug. 1-7: 
Monday  282 352      80.1 do..  

Tuesday  318 280 113.6   Kansas City... 
Wednesday  273 352 77.6   Albuquerque.. 
Thursday  347 352 98.6   Dodge City... 
Friday  356 352    101.1 do  
Saturday  302 352      85.8   Barstow  
Sunday  269 352 76.4   Albuquerque.. 

Westbound Southwest Limited. Mar. M-20: 
Monday  104 136 76.5   Albuquerque.. 
Tuesday  57 136 41.9   Barstow/Los 

Angeles. 
Wednesday  148 208      71.2   Barstow  
Thursday  144 136 105.9   Albuquerque.. 
Friday  187 208      89.9   .. .Do  
Saturday  136 280      48.6   Chicago  
kunday  108 208      51.9   ....do _. 

Eastbound Southwest Limited, Mar. 14,20: 
Monday  121 136      89.0   Barstow  
Tuesday  121 136 89.0   Albuquerque.. 

Wednesday  258 280      92.1 do  
Thursday  196 208 94.2   Los Angeles.. 
Friday  166 208      79.8 do  
Saturday  123        136      90.4   Barstow  
Sunday  94 208      45.2   Chicago  

Westbound San Francisco Zeuhyr, Mar. 14 20: 
Monday  113        133      85.0   Reno  
Tuesday  87        136      64.0   Aurora  
Wednesday  89        141      63.1   Reno.     
Thursday  112        140      80.0   Aurora  
Friday  259 331       78.2   Reno  
Saturday  145        192       75.5   Aurora  
Sunday  143        182      78.6 do  

Eastbound San Francisco Zephyr, Mar. 14-20: 
Monday  83        140      59.3 do  
Tuesday  73        181      40.3   Reno  
Wednesday  112        146      76.7   Denver  
Thursday  139        136     102.2   ....do  
Friday  189 187     101.1   Reno  
Saturday  206 439      46.9         do  
Sunday  102 190      53.7   Aurora  

60 88 68.2 Dodge City/ 
Albuquerque. 

72 88 81.8 Albuquerque. 
6b 78 84.6 Kansas City. 
76 88 86.4 Albuquerque. 
83 88 94.3 Barstow. 
63 66 95.5 Do. 
61 66 92.4 Dodge City. 

23 66 34.8 Albuquerque. 
38 88 43.2 Barstow. 

31 66 47.0 Do. 
43 66 65.2 Do. 
62 88 70.5 Albuquerque. 
35 66 53.0 Barstow. 
40 66 60.6 Do. 

44 88 50.0 Do. 
28 66 42.4 Albuquerque/ 

Barstow. 
34 66 51.5 Albuquerque. 
59 88 67.0 Barstow. 
47 88 53.4 Do. 
35 66 53.0 Do. 
21 66 31.8 Albuquorque. 

10 15.9 Cheyenne. 
26 59.1 Omaha/Denver. 
31 75.6 Cheyenne. 
30 68.2 Omaha. 
29 70.7 Cheyenne/Ogden. 
32 78.0 Cheyenne. 
25 61.0 Odgen. 

21 51.2 Cheyenne. 
12 29.3 Reno. 
18 40.9 Denver. 
28 68.3 Cheyenne. 
40 66 60.6 Aurora. 
17 44 38.6 Denver. 
29 41 70.7 Cheyenne. 

I No data. 

Amtrak's supplemental request.—Anitrak's request for supplemental funds 
should not come as a complete surprise. lu an April 1076 report to Congress the 
General AccountiuR Office estimated that the minimum operating sub.'^idy that 
Amtrak would need for fi.seal year 1978 would be .?554 million. The Congress has 
already authorized operating grants for fiscal year 1978 totalling $r}4'> million. 

We are fully aware that it is the strong support and work hy tlie Congress 
which has made possible Amtrak's progress to date, and that it is the Admin- 
istration which is our main ol)stacle. Nevertheless, I would urge that people in 
the Congress not too (luickly decide that $500 million is some kind of absolute 
ceiling for subsidies for intercity pas.senger train service. Most people can see 
that the United States must maintain and develop an efficient and attractive 
public transport .system. Clearly, this natirm has the re.sources. to develop a 
modern pa.s8enger train system, just as it has already done with its interstate 
highway system. 

Amtrak's rctation/ihips iriih the railroads.—We need to remember that 33% 
of Amtrak's budget is paid by Amtrak to the private railroads. Di.sputes con- 
tinue in the courts over whether the basis for calculation of the amounts Amtrak 
pays to the railroads is fair. Meanwhile, riuestions have been raised by various 
Individuals as to wliether some railroads are not routinely billing Amtrak for 
co.sts not inc'.irred by Amtrak trains, and not reflected in Amtrak's contracts with 
the railroads. It should not be forgotten that antagonism continues to exi.st be- 
tween the passenger industry and certain railroads. 
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This raises a question which luiglit be the appropriate target of an investi- 
gation by the (iAO: just where is tlie money Amtrak spends going? There should 
be two general inquiries: first, an evaluation of Amtrak's ability to properly 
audit the cliarges billed l)y the railroads; second, an examination of several 
individual Amtrak routes and the costs associated with them. The routes should 
be picked so that some Conrail and some non-Conrail ones will be included, 
as well as some long-distance and some short-distance ones. We specify Conrail-— 
a corporation over which this t'ommittee has a considerable amount of jurisdic- 
tion—because Paul Reistrup has told us that Conrail is now the least coopera- 
tive of all the railroads he deals with; also, our obser»'atlons of some Conrail 
dispatching practices leads us to wonder if Conrail is according Amtrak equally 
unfair treatment regarding billing practices. We think the route-cost analysis 
should Include an evaluation of what would happen to the economics of given 
routes if reasonable increases in frequency of services were implemented. 

Service cuts.—Amtrak says that if supplemental funds are not provided for 
FY 1978, several long-distance trains will lie reduced to tri-weekly operations, 
and service frequencies on some short-distance routes will be reduced. We are 
alarmed at this because of the severe impact such reductions would have on 
the long-term viability of the passenger train industry. With fewer trains over 
a particular route, revenues decrease—while fixed costs for the route remain 
largely unchanged. Fixed costs include not only the cost of manning and main- 
taining stations, but also the cost of employing people full-time who, with 
fewer trains, do less and less revenue-producing work. 

Sensible economics dictate that Amtrak run more revenue-producing trains 
over well-established routes, so that tlie revenue produced can be offset against 
fixed costs, and the deficit per passenger mile can l)e reduced. Reducing .service 
will make the surviving trains look less favorable. 

Stated bluntly, it would be irresponsible to fund the basic foundation for a 
nationwide system, and incur all tho.se fixed costs, and then refuse to pay for 
operation of a meaningful level of serv'ice. 

If Amtrak is to ever manage to make significant progress In fighting the 
spiraling impact of inflation, two things are necessary : reduced costs and in- 
creased revenues. The first means operating efficiencies, lietter contracts, and 
adequate capital investment. As for the second, ridership and reventies increase 
dramatically as freciuencies are increased. Tliis has been recently demonstrated 
on the Los Angeles-San Diego line. Revenues aren't going to go up if trains are 
taken away. 

Inland route: In looking at the cuts which Amtrak has already announced, 
we find tlie New Ilaven-Hartford-Springfield ones particularly disturbing because 
of the unusually wide discrepancy l)etween market potential and existing 
ridership. 

In testifying on Sept. 21 before Rep. McFall's subcommittee, Charles Swin- 
tuirne, the FRA's Associate Administrator for Federal Assistance, brushed 
a.side these cuts with little concern, saying that the line "averages only alviut 
2.5 people per train » * • which is, as we calculate it. the third lowest rider- 
ship level in the entire Amtrak s.vstem." 

On the same day, however, Amtrak President Paul Reistrup made the follow- 
ing claim about the same route: "Our estimate is that is the largest untapped 
travel market on the Amtrak system that we today serve. We are not tapping 
the market." 

As you may know, the main problem is that passengers on all but one round- 
trip must change trains in New Haven. This line needs Amfleet through service 
from New York City and, in fact, about ten years ago this line had almost as 
many through trains as did the Shore I.ine serving Providence and Boston. 
The self-propelled diesel cars and the forced transfer at New Haven are the 
legacy of Penn Central, which decimated the good New Haven Railroad opera- 
tion shortly after merger. 

So we are di.«appointed with the Administration's failure to recognize thi.i, 
and we feel that discontinuances on the Springfield line represent a classic 
example of giving up before the market has had a "fair test". , 

Commuter operation:' The cutbacks announced by Amtrak have generated 

' "Commiitpr" ns dpflned here dnps not Include the Mptrollnprs. A romnmtPr train ts 
one patronized prlnmrlly by people making one-day round-trips daily or almost every 
day and  using multlple-rlde  tickets. 
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a large outcry from daily comniuters who ride affected trains, primarily the 
"200 series" New York-PhUadelphia trains and some of the New Haven-Spring- 
field ones. 

Cutl)ack8 of the 200 series will result in slower, more crowded service ou 
the through Washington-Boston trains. Cuthacks om the New Haven-Spring- 
fleld line (ironically, in view of Anitrak's uuindnte) will not affect commuters 
but will affect schedules most useful to long-distance travelers. 

While Amtrak Is paying lOO'/" of the deficits of these commuter operations, 
Amtrak is not able to operate (me commuter train out of Los Angeles, one 
half of the cost of which would have been paid for by local authorities or the 
state. 

This results from a provision in the Amtrak law which enables a railroad to 
refuse to operate a train Amtrak has requested if that train is judged in arbitra- 
tion to be a commuter train. Santa Fe went to arbitration with Amtrak over the 
operation of a "Sec. 403(b)" Los Angeles-San Diego schedule which would have 
served commuters, and the railroad won. The fear that SoutJiern Pacific would 
do likewise has apparently complicated and delayed efforts to increase, with 
state assistance, the frequency of service between Oakland and Sacramento. 

Toachieve some degree of equity, we ask the Committee to consider eliminating 
the clau.-je in the Amtrak law which permitted Santa Fe to arbitrate its way out 
of the operation of a badly neede<l service. At the same time, the Committee might 
consider requiring that any commuter service Amtrak oiierates fall under Section 
403(b), that is, be partially state supported. Such a requirement should l)e phased 
in gradually, with respect to currently operated services, .'JO that the affected 
states and regional transit authorities who would have to pick up the local share 
will have reasonable advance notice to work out the complex problems the policy 
would cause.   . 

Such an amendment, then, would accomplish two things: it would permit Am- 
trak to Institute comm\jter-type operations In areas where both Amtrak and local 
authorities find them to be appropriate; .second, it would decrease Amtrak's annual 
operating deficit by placing part of tlie btirden of paying for local services now 
operating upon the local jurLsdictions that benefit from those services. 

Mr. FLORK). Thank you \ery much. 
Keferrinp to tlie G AO stucly, you did not specify the point you think 

shotild be included in such a .study. 
Mr. CAPON. In my prepaied statement I suggested two inquiries. 
I tliink l)otli of them would speak to some of the questions raised by 

Mr. Madigan. First, an evaluation of Amtrak's ability to properly au- 
dit the charges billed by the railroads, and that would be narrowly 
focused on the relationship l>etween Amtrak and the railroads; and 
second, an examination of several individual Amtrak routes and costs 
which Amtnik allocates to them. That has the {wtential of going into 
the entin^ Amtnik organization. 

We sugge.st picking the routes studied so that you have some ConRail 
and some non-ConRail. .some short-distance and some long-distance 
one.s. not taking the whole sy.stem but taking certain representative 
routes. We will be glad to work with the committee if they want some 
advice as to what we think would be representative. 

In the pa.st 2 months. Amtrak has begtm to .send to the Congre.ss what 
has been required all along: detailed data allocating costs as well as 
revenues to the various routes. The study would evaluate that data as 
a starting point for getting to the heart of where all that money is 
going. 

Mr. FLORIO. You mentioned you would ad\-ocate increasing trains 
over establi.shed routes rather than reducing them. 

Mr. r.vpoN. Yes. 
Mr. FLORIO. DO you make any distinction l>etween the routes? Obvi- 

ously, if we had unlimited amounts of money, it would lie de-sirable to 
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do that, but we don't have an unlimited amount of money. It seems to 
me a more pr(>fital)le approach would bo to increase trains. 

In some instances it is desii-able to decrease trains and eliminate 
routos, particiilaily in tiie confines of the fact we are gomfr to have to 
make some hard decisions as to where to go in terms of spending the 
money. 

The two divisions of Amtnik. the national system as well as the 
northeast corridor, tlie twtimony in previous hearings has been that 
for tlie amount of money that goes into tiie national system, the rev- 
enues coming back are nowhei-e commensurate with the input. 

Likewise, today we heard that though the northeast corridor, the 
Metroliner system, is tlie most profitable portion of the whole opera- 
tion, that maintenance has been deferred or lield off and is not in any 
way commensurate with the maintenance that is going on in the rest of 
the system. 

I think what we are going to have to do is start making more selec- 
tive determinations as to wliere our mil transportation dollars can go 
in a manner that will e.\[»dite the movement of people. I)o you have any 
thoughts in regard to that ? 

Mr. C\voy. Yes. I appreciate the opportunity to comment on that. 
Our organization has for a long time urged that the service Ix; given a 
fair test liefore it is discontinued. 

Now. regarding routes outside the northeast corridor which might 
1)0 considered for discontinuance, a lot of the time I have personally 
been frustrated that a lot of discussion takes place without reference to 
to specific routes, because in the end, if we are serious about discon- 
tinuing routes, some specific routes are going to have to get cut. 

I would like to discuss tlie two long-liaiil routes which are in the most 
danger now: one is Chicago-Florida service and the other is Chicago- 
Laredo serx'ice. On tlie Florida-Chicago service, you have heard tlie 
testimony that it needs to go throuofli Atlanta. 

Mr. FixiRio. Is it probably going through Atlanta ? 
Mr. CAPOX. That lies jiartly witli the attitude of the private railroads 

whose cooi)eration would lie needed. 
Mr. Fi.ORro. Trackage rights over the Southern ? 
Mr. CAPOX. It is ])artly trackage rights over the Southern. It is also 

trackage rights over the Louisville and Nashville. 
There is not a legal problem with use of the Southern Railway 

Iiocause the trackage involved—between Atlanta and Savannah—is 
part of the Central of Georgia. This is a subsidiary of the Southern 
but is itself a ineinl)er of Anitrak. So. if Ix>iiisvilIo & Nashville track- 
age is used north of Atlanta, there is no Southern Railway "jnoper' 
trackage involved. 

Now the problem is partly with the railroads' attitude and partly 
with Amtrak's. We are not privy to everything that goes on between 
.Vmtrak and the railroads. We have not always been impressed with 
(he degree of vigor with which Amtrak lias pui"sued its own relation- 
ships with the railroads. 

Mr. Reistrup told the Senate subcommittee he thought perhaps half 
the deficit of the Floridian could be eliminated if they could rei"oute it 
through Atlanta. 
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Turning to the Inter-American, tlip Chicago-Laredo train, with all 
due respect for Mr. Reistrup and wliat lie has been able to do, I find 
his comment on this train extremely perplexing. 

Mr. Pickle spoke to that partly. 
I would like to explain why we disagreed with Amtrak's decision 

to cut that train back to ;5 days a week. 
There were about fi\e factors which had been negative up until 

approximately the time when the budget cut hit. First of all. around 
the end of August, they put AmFlcet equipment on there wliich, al- 
though it's not ideal for long-haul trains, has raised ridership on other 
long-haul routes. For the most part it has reliable air-conditioning 
and heating. For the first time there was reliable climate control on 
the trains. 

Second was the breakthrough in their relationship with the Mis- 
souri-Pacific. We are told the ontime perforjuance improved by the 
middle of August. 

Third, starting at the end of this month they will restore a connec- 
tion between St. Louis and the east coast, which has not been available 
for most of this calendar year. 

Fourth, eifective January 1, they have a new higher speed limit 
going into efl'ect on the Missouri Pacific. 

In the face of all these positive factoi-s, Amtrak, mider the day-to- 
day pressure of the budget cuts, cut that sei-vice back. 

Some of the othei- long-haul routes have lower deficits per passenger- 
mile than even the Northeast corridor. For example, the Sunset 
Limited between Xew Orleans and Ix)s Angeles has one of the lowest 
such deficits in the entire system. 

So we think that the economics of the long-haul routes in certain 
key runs have already been jjroven to be relatively positive, and on 
the otlier runs the I'easons why there has not been a fair test is so 
blatantly obvious that we think there is some justification for con- 
tinuing the services. 

Obviously another 5 years of the same is not going to get us any- 
where. 

But given the arrival of new equipment, we think there is adequate 
justification for going the last couple of miles toward that fair test, 
particularly because the results of the fair tests wlierc they have been 
provided have been so positiv'e. 

Mr. FLORIO. Were you here when Mr. Reistrup described his little 
thuin1)ru1e test for discontinuances? 

Mr. CAPON. Yes, although I don't recall precisely the point that he 
made. 

Mr. FLORIO. He was talking about the charge for the railroad versus 
the operating expenses. I had some difficidty. You just raised the point 
I was thinking about. 

I have looked at the New Orleans to Ixis Angeles run which seems 
to be very unprofitable, yet that is not being discontinued. Other lines 
in tlie long-haul area are being discontinued. 

I am not sure I understand. That is the run that I request that ho 
submit in writing how this formula operates for arriving at which 
lines will be discontinued and which ones will not. 

24-414 O- 78 • IB 
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Mr. CAPOIS'. I could comment on the ways in which the figures appear 
when you look at these charts that are provided to you. It is true that 
the deficit of one long-haul train may be very large, in the ca.se of the 
Floridian over $10 million. But the statistic which I think has been 
widelj- accepted as the be.st measure of the effectiveness of the train 
is the deficit per revenue passenger mile. 

The people who ride the long-haul trains ride long distances. They 
arc paying very high fares. There is more firet-cla.ss riderehip. So 
when I was .saying that the New Orleans-Los Angeles train looked 
good, I was speaking on a deficit per passenger-mile basis. 

I think even on a fully allocated cost basis, it looks relatively good. 
Ha\e I been responsive to your question? 
Mr. FLORIO. Yes. Thank you for your testimony. I appreciate your 

coming before the committee. 
Mr. CAPON. Could I make one final clarification? 
Mr. FLORIO. Certainly. 
Mr. CAPOX. At the end of our testimony we talked about commuter 

operations. We made a specific legislative proposal. That is that the 
language in the law which has been used to bar Amtrak from ninning 
one commuter train be changed. We think it is extremely unfair that 
the Santa Fe, through arbitration, was able to bar Amtrak from op- 
erating one commuter train, or one train which would have catered 
largely to commutei-s, for which the State was willing to pay 100 per- 
cent of the cost while at the same time there are a lot of trains which 
are in fact commuter trains being operated on the east coast for which 
Amtrak is paying 100 percent of the cost. 

We think that there is a problem of equity here that ought to be 
addressed. The change might be coupled with a requirement that any 
new commuter services must l)e funded under section 40.3(b). In other 
words, there must be joint Stnte participation. We think the commuter 
rail issue is a very important one. In fact, the Amtrak law is the only 
tool right now which a transit authority has to force its waj- onto the 
tracks of railroads that do not want to operate commutei- service. 

We would obviously like to see something addressed under the 
UAITA law in that regard, but Amtrak appeai-s to be the only arena 
now, and there is an immediate problem. And also, Amtrak is in the 
business of operating trains which are borderline cases, as you well 
know, between commuter and long distance. 

So we tiiink that this restnctioii. wliich means that a railroad that 
doesn't want to run a de facto conunuter train can go to arbitration 
and esaipe that responsibility, is a loophole which ought to be 
removed from the law- 

Mr. FLORIO. AVe will convey that to the Public Works Committee 
that has jurisdiction over the T'MTA question. Obviously the points 
you are raising cause some difficulty in the Congress because of the 
divergence of jurisdiction between the committees. 

Mr. C.vpox. I want to emj)ha.size that tlie language I am referring 
to is in tiie .Vmtrak law. itself. 

Mr. FLORIO. It is tlie intention of the committee to call the next wit- 
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ness, Mr. Anderson, and then to adjourn until 2:30 o'clock, at which 
time we will call Mr. Lewis and the remainder of the witne-sses. 

Mr. Anderson. 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD J. ANDERSON, DIRECTOR, NEW JERSEY 
COMMUTER SERVICES DIVISION, NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT 
OF TRANSPORTATION, ACCOMPANIED BY MARTIN ROBINS, EXEC- 
UTIVE ASSISTANT TO COMMISSIONER PETER E. STANGL 

Mr. Am)ER80N. I would like to introduce myself. 
I am Richard Anderson, Director of the Division of Commuter 

Services which is the staff arm of the Department of Transportation 
which contracts for the provision of rail passenger service in the State 
of New Jersey. 

I am speaking for Assistant Commissioner Stanpl this morning. I 
have with me Mr. Martin Robins, who is Mr. Stangl's executive 
assistant. 

Mr. Chairman and members of this subcommittee, I thank you for 
the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss a matter of 
critical importance, the proposed cutbacks of service by Amtrak on 
October 30, 1977. In light of the imminent disruption to both rail 
passengers and agencies which support and provide rail passenger 
service^ we must give urgent attention to what is an unacceptable 
situation. 

Amtrak's arbitrary action in announcing service cutbacks indicates 
a failure to perceive its proper role as a service-providing agency. Any 
realistic approach to passenger rail needs must be based upon Amtrak's 
role as a piiblic service agency, serving the needs of the riding public 
in cooperation with State, local and private agencies which arc trying 
to provide and/or support an adequate level of public transportation 
service. 

The statutory concept of profitmaking rail passenger service is ob- 
solete and must be discarded. The Senate recognized this basic propo- 
sition in its support last year for section 7 of the Rail Transportation 
Improvement Act of 1976. This section would have amended section 
301 of the Rail Passenger Service Act to eliminate the "for profit" 
mandate and .substitute the concept of maximizing public benefits for 
the public costs involved. 

Amtrak has announced train frequency leduction in the northeast 
corridor which will impact heavily on New Jersey rail travelers and 
the New Jersey Department of Transportation without justification 
to anyone and without adequate time to respond. 

Upon review of Amtrak's belated explanation for its actions, the 
New Jersey Department of Transportation concluded that Amtrak 
is justifying its decision to reduce train frequency in the corridor, not 
because the.se reductions would represent elimination of its lowest 
priority services, but because Amtrak believes these are the cuts which 
the law permits it to effect most expeditiously. 

Just 1 year ago, in title 7(f), the Railroad Revitalization and Reg- 
ulatory Reform Act of 1976, this committee approved a $1.75 billion 
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program to upgrade the northeast corridor plant, and now Anntrak 
proposes to make sizable reductions in train frequency over that line. 

Crisis budget-making and statutory loopholes should not be allowed 
to distort the public need and frustrate expressed national policy in 
favor of adequate intercity rail passenger service on the Northeast 
corridor. 

Moreover, in establishing the Operations Review Panel in title 7, 
Congress also sets out as an objective an integrated coordinated rail 
passenger system on the Northeast corridor. 

Amtrak's unilateral ti'ain frequency reduction plans fru.strate that 
congressional policy. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Anderson, could I ask you a question ? 
I have been trying for 2 years to have someone tell me if there is a 

review panel, if in fact it exists, if it is meeting, if it has been called 
into play by the State or Amtrak ? 

Mr. AxDERSox. Mr. Robins can answer the question. 
Mr. ROBINS. Congressman Florio. there is an Operations Review 

Panel. All five members have been selected. It has bylaws, procedures. 
It has never been convened, however, to decide a dispute in approxi- 
mately a little bit more than 1 year of its life. It perhaps will be called 
into action. 

Mr. FLORIO. Has there been requests for its convening? 
Mr. ROBINS. There has not been a matter that has risen to that level. 
Mr. FLORIO. Without regard to this as a matter of importance. 
Mr. RomNS. The New Jersey Department of Transportation at this 

time is seriously considering filing a petition to the Operations Review 
Panel to question whether or not Amtrak is authorized to make these 
cuts. 

Mr. Anderson will point out in a way that does not allow us suffi- 
cient time to respond. Mr. Anderson will address that. 

Mr. ANDERSON. There is some consideration. Congressman, that the 
matter of service cuts is appropriate matter to be brought to the Opera- 
tions Review Panel. We have that under review in the Department 
now, which is why, as Mr. Robins has indicated, we have not yet made 
a decision to carry the matter to the Operations Review Panel. 

Mr. ROBINS. I want to briefly state that there is a question as to 
whether or not the Operations Review Panel's jurisdiction reaches this 
issue, and that is of considerable concern to the Dopaitment. 

That legal issue is being controverted right now. 
Mr. ANDKRSON. Even though a minor attempt was made to consult 

with the New Jersey Department of Transportation on modification 
of specific cutbacks, the procedure followed by Amtrak to achieve 
service economies in the least disruptive manner is woefully 
inadequate. 

Such an attempt was initiated within just a few daj's prior to 
scheduled Amtrak printing deadlines and the Amtrak board action. 

Furthermore, the views of various interested groups and other 
agencies along the Northeast corridor, and the riding public, were 
not sought in any meaningful way prior to announcements of 
Amtrak's decision. 
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Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Anderson, is such consultation required anywhere? 
Mr. ANDERSOX. Not at all. and I think the thrust of my remarks 

is that it is incumbent upon Congress to see that something is enacted 
which will require that. 

The failure to solicit public views contradicts Amtrak's own em- 
phasis on the importance of public particination in its criteria and 
procedure for making route and .service decisions. 

In tliis regard, Amtrak's imilateral action setting an October 30 
deadline failed to take into account the State's inability to respond 
with an alteraative plan for resumption of such service by that date. 

At present. ConKail operates 137 daily trains for the New Jersey 
Department of Transportation in the Northeast corridor between 
Trenton and New York City under section 304(e) of the Regional 
Railway Reorganization Act of 1973. 

Should the Department elect to replace some of the discontinued 
Amtrak trains with ConRail trains, wo are faced with the difficulty 
tliat ConRail feels it is under no obligation to run any additional 
service, whether the Department elects to iiay for it or not. 

The creation of a legal obligation for ConRail to assume such 
sei-vice is addressed in H.R. 8629 and section 301 fb) of your staff's 
discussion draft which is currently under consideration by your 
subcommittee. 

ConRail has notified the Department that it will not nm any addi- 
tional service until it has signed a contract with the Department. 
Negotiations have be*n going on for many months and appear to 
be drawing to a satisfactoiy conclusion. 

They will not, however, be completed by October 31. There is no 
assurance that absent a legal obligation, ConRail will agree to provide 
those replacement services. 

Further, the arbitrary deadline precludes a rational financial analy- 
sis of the cost for replacement service or time to deal with the need 
for additional equipment and crew rescheduling. 

Amtrak's proposed cutbacks will result in probable scheduled de- 
lays, loss of revenues to the New Jersey Department of Transporta- 
tion-supijorted trains, and loss of connections and service for New 

Jersey residents. 
Ten of the changes will cause serious transportation problems for 

a significant number of New Jersey residents. Of these, five are peak 
hour trains serving New York City and Philadelphia, which cany 
significant ridership each and every workday. The full impact of the 
serious cuts cannot be determined as Amtrak has failed to provide 
passenger data to the Depaitment for the effected trains. 

Consequently, it is essential that procedures be established to foster 
cooperation among Amtrak, New Jersey DOT. the riding public, and 
other agencies wliich support or operate rail passenger service. Such 
procedures should be aimed at making the operating data, on which 
decisions to cut back service are based, available to public scrutiny. 
Only by full discuasion among all interested parties can rational 
decisions regarding service levels be reached. 
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I wholeheartedly share the administration's desire to improve 
Amtrak's productivity, tighten operations, and institute better cost 
control methods, although admittedly such goals are difficult to achieve 
in a crisis atmosphere. We agree with Secretai-y Adams that before 
Congress approves Amtrak's supplemental budget request, firm and 
specific commitments regarding restoration of service be provided by 
Amtrak. In New Jersey, we are particularly concerned that Amtrak 
make full restoration of 200 series, Philadelphia-New York, service. 

Amtrak's September 20 submission to the House Committee on 
Appropriations does not assure such full restoration. But equally im- 
portant is the need for Congress to act to prevent tlie possibility of 
such highhanded disregard of the public interest from occurring in 
the  future. 

Even assuming a short-term solution to the current budgetary' prob- 
lem, it is imperative that Amtrak be subject to a higher degree of 
public accountability with respect to its operations and management 
than now exists. This is particularly appropriate in light of the fact 
that 63 {percent of Amtrak's biidgot is derived from public funding. 
Several approaches are possible, all involving procedures for assur- 
ing consultation, hearings, and adequate time before significant altera- 
tions in service or fares. 

First, Congress could provide, in new and separate legislation, that 
consultations be held with the general public and agencies which sup- 
port, provide, and/or operate rail passenger service prior to taking 
any actions which would result in significant service reductions. These 
consultations could take the form of public hearings. Alternatively, 
the jurisdiction of the Operations Review Panel, established pursuant 
to section 702 of the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform 
Act of 1976, could be clarified to explicitly include situations such as 
the current proposed service reductions by the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation. 

Tliird, the criteria and procedures for making route and service 
decisions promulgated by Amtrak pursuant to 404(c) (1) of the Rail- 
road Passenger Service Act could, by amendment to 404(c)(1), be. 
made explicitly applicable to decisions concerning significant changes 
in service frequency as well as decisions to add or discontinue routes. 
The N.TDOT will gladly provide assistance in the evaluation of these 
alternatives. 

We hope and trust that, after a careful review of Amtrak's finan- 
cial situation, the Congress and Administration will act in a positive 
manner to i-esolve tlie current crisis. Otherwise a vital public service, 
to which modifications should be made only after significant inter- 
governmental consultation, remains threatened with disniption by the 
unilateral action of one party. 

Thank you. That concludes our foi-mal i-emarks for the record. 
We will be glad to answer any questions. 

Mr. FiiORio. Thank you very much. 
I would just like to be kept informed pei-sonallv. I assume that 

the committee would also, with regard to vour deliberations on the 
extent and the scope of the review panel's jurisdiction as well as in- 
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formation as to tlie outcome of that in the event that you do decide to 
invoke the statutory procedures. 

Likewise, if you would be inclined to send the committee copies of 
your requests for infonnation with regard to passenger service from 
Amtrak, the committee will make the same requests and hopefully 
the committee will get that infoi-mation. 

Mr. Reistrup did this morning assure the committee that anything 
we needed by way of information would be provided as rapidly as 
possible. I will be happy to insure that that information is 
requested and in turn provided to you since you don't seem to be 
able to get it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Thank you \'ei-y much. Congressman. 
Mr. FLORIO. Gentlemen, I thank you very much for your attendance. 
The committee will stand in recess until 2:30. 
["VVliereupon, at 12:55 p.m. the subcommittee recessed to reconvene 

at 2:30 p.m. the same day.] 
AITER   RKCES8 

[The subcommittee reconvened at 2:30 p.m., Hon. Fred B. Rooney, 
chainnan, presiding.] 

Mr. RooNEY. Our next witness is Mr. Arthur D. Lewis, president 
of the American Bus Association. Mr. I^ewis, as we all know, is a 
familiar figure before this subcommittee. 

I would like to welcome you again today. It has always been a 
pleasure to hear from vou. 

Mr. Ijcwis has had a long and illustrious career in transportation. 
Most important to this subcommittee. Mr. T^ewis was formerly chair- 
man of tlie U.S. Railway Association. It was from that position that 
he moved to his present position. At that time it was known as the 
National Association of Motor Bus Operators, but I undei-stand that 
one of your first actions was to change the name of this organization. 

Also significant at today's hearings is the fact that Mr. I^ewis was 
one of the corporate organizers of Amtrak. Therefore I am sure he 
should be in a position to give us the benefit of his independent knowl- 
edge of the problems facmg the corporation. 

Mr. Lewis has been very helpful to me as chainnan of this com- 
mittee and I want to take this opportunity to welcome him before 
this subcommittee today and I am looking foi'ward to hearing his 
remarks. 

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR D. LEWIS, PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAN BTJS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. LEWIS. It is an honor you give us to permit me to present some 
thoughts that I have as an incorporator and also that I have as the 
president of the American Bus A.ssociation. 

I appreciate very much the opportunity I have been given to testify 
before you today. The intereity bus industry whicli I represent has 
a vital interest in legislation and Government subsidies supporting 
Amtrak. Amtrak sei"ves the principal intercity routes which con- 
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stitute the major arteries of traffic throughout the country. They are 
also the principal intercity corridoi-s for the movement of bus traf- 
fic. With the intercity bus industry already suffering from a long- 
term decline in its i-egular route traffic, tiie competition from Amtrak 
ovei' these arteries is veiy significant and is contributing to tiie decline 
in j)rofitability of the industry. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to reiterate what Mr. 
Reistrup said this morning in their studies having to do with the 
Floridian. the hearings they have done, 19 percent of the traffic on 
the Floridian would have taken the bus if .services had not heen avail- 
able by Amtrak. 

That shows the degree of potential harm, possible Iiarm, and the 
competition that exists directly between the two services. In tlie past 
it has l)een the profit from tliese more heavily tniveled routes which 
has provided the cross subsidies permitting the continuance of un- 
profitable rural routes of light traffic density. The 5-year operating 
plan currently develoj)e(l by Amtrak can have a devastating efl'ect on 
the privately financed intercity bus industry. 

"WHiat we have seen in terms of pi()l)lems in the la.st 5 vears is only 
a prelude to disaster if this plan is appi-ovwl as presented by x\^nitrak. 

Mr. Chairman, I tiiink it is a very critical time to focus careful 
thought on the past and future dii-ection of Amtrak. The National 
Railroad Pas.senger Corp., now known as Amtrak. lx>gan as a major 
experiment in public transportation on May 1, 1971. It stazted opera- 
tions on that date as a (|uasi-pui)lic corporation with the cliarge from 
Congress to develoj> rail passenger services in this country on a profit- 
able basi.s. It was granted i)iicing freedom and flexibility to generate 
the revenues that would enable it to make a jirofit—a freedom from 
regulation which no other public transportation mode enjoys, either 
f j-eight or passenger—^and most importantly, it had the right to discon- 
tinue any passenger service on July 1, 1S)73. whicii it Ijelieved would 
prevent it from reaching that goal. As a mixetl ownership corporation 
its stock was held jointly by the Federal (lovernment and certain rail- 
roads which joined (lie .system. 

Sinc4» that date, there ha.s lieen a complete shift in the goals and ob- 
jectives set for Amtrak and. whether it has private stockholders or not, 
the pliiiosophy underlying its development has l)een the oj^ration of 
rail passenger service without regard to profitability. Not only has the 
goal of profitability Iwen abandoned, until recently there has lx!en 
little pressure from any source for Amtrak to oi)erate in a manner 
whicli would reduce or limit its operating lo.sses. 

From the start of operation through September ;i(l, 1977. Amtrak has 
suffered operating losses in e.xcess of $1,8(>4: million—lising from 
$ir)3.r) million in its first full year's operation in 1972 toWlTi million in 
1977. Capital g-rants, including guaranteed loans, during this perio<I 
totaled !t:i,l(i.5 million. Thus total subsidies to Amtrak have been $3,029 
million for that jjciiod of (i years and T) montlis [.see table 1]. 

[The table i-eferred to follows:] 
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TABLE 1.—AMTRAK'S REVENUES, EXPENSES, DEFICITS, AND PASSENISERS CARRIED, FISCAL YEARS 1971-77 AND 
PROJECTED BY AMTRAK FOR FISCAL YEARS 1978-82 

(Dollar amounts and passengers in millions) 

Operating 
revenues 

Total 
expenses Deficits 

Passenjers 
carried 

1971 (2 mo)  ft? 
177.3 
242.0 
246.5 
268.0 
79.4 

306.7 

J«5.3 
306.2 
319.1 
439.9 
559.9 
674.3 
193.1 
821.7 

141.8 
197.9 
313.4 
406.3 
113.7 
515.0 

2.5 
19721... ;.::;:::::.:;;;::;::::::::: 
1973  
1974  
1975  
1976  
Transition quarter  

16.2 
17.1 
18.0 
17.3 
17.0 
4.8 

1977  19.2 

Total, 1971-77  1, 495.2 3,359.5 1,864.3 112.1 

1978  
1979  
1980  
1981  
1982  

352.9 
403.3 
445.0 
505.7 
578.3 

943.4 
1,072.3 
1,172.1 
1.293.9 
1,432.3 

590.5 
669.0 
727.1 
788.2 
854.0 

20.5 
21.3 
22.1 
24.2 
26.4 

Total. 1978-82  2,285.2 5,914.0 3,628.8 114.5 

Total through 1982....           . .   . 3,780.4 9,273.5 5.493.1 226.6 

1971 throu-h 1977... '.  1,165.0 .. 
1 053 0 Forecast 1978-82  

Total through 1982  2,218.0 .. 
1,750.0 .. Northeast Corridor Improvements 

Total subsidies, operating expense and capital 
9.461.0 

Sources: Amtrak reports to Interstate Commerce Commission, "Amtral< Five-Year Corporate Plan, Fiscal Years 1978-82," 
and authorization legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call to your attention table 1 which 
shows the projection of these subsidies for the deficit of $153,500,000 
in 1972 consistently risinfr, except for a modest decline in 197:5, to $515 
million, and the projection overextends to $590.5 million in 1978 up to 
$85-1 million in 1982. 

Also I would like to point out the c^ipital assistance projrram which 
I just referred to a moment ago of $1,065 billion from 1971 through 
1977, a forecast of $1.05,3 billion dollars for 1978 to 1982. 

I also would like to point out that the northeast corridor a]ipropria- 
tions of $1,750 million liave been made for Northeast corridor im- 
provements which should be included as an element indicating the 
total public support for .\mtrak for this 11 yeare and 5 months if the 
ojieratinp olan as )>roposed by Amtrak is approved. 

Total subsidies for that ll-year period would be $9,4fil million, an 
enormous sum. 

Amtrak's Board of Directoi-s has just adopted a new five-year cor- 
porate development plan which forecasts operating losses of $3,629,- 
000.000 through 1972. Capital subsidies for this pei-iod are estimated to 
be $1.1 billion—stated in constant 1978 dollars. In addition. Congress 
has appropriated $1.75 billion for improvements in the corridor be- 
tween Washington and Boston to permit operating speeds up to 120 
miles per hour. 
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In summary, if Amtrak's present 5-year corporate development 
plan is carried out, during its firet 11 years and 5 months of existence, 
Amtrak will have received nearly $5.5 billion in capital assistance. 
Thus, total subsidies and direct assistance in that period of time 
would bo $9..5 billion. 

In analyzing the total subsidies which will flow to Amtrak in the 
future, after the $1.75 billion is spent in upgrading the Northeast 
corridor, it is necessary to include the prospective writeoff costs of the 
corridor impi-ovements as well as the imbedded interest cost borne by 
the j)ublic because of the investment of those funds. If you were to 
assume an average depreciable life of 20 years for the expenditures 
currently being made to upgrade the corridor, the average annual cost 
per year attributable to the upgrading would be $88 million. The capi- 
tal charges borne by the public for this expenditure at 8 percent would 
total $140 million per year. Thus, Amtrak's subsidy in 1972 will be 
$228 million more, than its proiected operating loss of $854 million, or 
$1,082 million, an avei-age of $40.98 per passenger estimated in that 
year in Amtrak's operatinjr plan [See table 2]. 

[The table referred to follows:] 

TABLE 2.—AMTRAK'S REVENUES, EXPENSES, AND DEFICITS AS AVERAGES PER PASSENGER CARRIED, FISCAL YEARS 
1971-77 AND AS PROJECTED BY AMTRAK FOR FISCAL YEARS 1978-82 

Operatini 
revenues 

Total 
expenses Deficil 

1971                $9.04 {18.12 
18.91 
18.66 
24. U 
32.37 
39.66 

t9.0S 
9.48 
8.29 

10.99 
18.12 
23.60 
23.69 
26.82 

1972  :             To 
1973                10.37 
1974  13.45 
1975                14.25 
1976  15.76 

         ie.54 
1977                15.97 

Total, 1971-77..                          13.34 29.97 16.63 

1978                17.22 46.02 
50.34 
53.04 
53.47 
54.25 

28.80 
31.41 
32.90 
32.57 
32.35 

1979  .    .                           18.93 
1980                20.14 
1981  ....                         20.90 
1982                21.90 

Total, 1978-82                19.96 51.65 3L69 

Total through 1982                16.68 40.92 24.24 

Source: Table 1. 

On table 2 you have a statement showing the increase in deficit 
from 1972 to 1977 from $9.48 a passenger to $26.82 a passenger, going 
to a projected $.32..35 a passenger in 1982 which, when you add the 
writeoff of the corridor the interest per year becomes $40.92. 

More importantlj-, we should recognize what this a.ssistance to Am- 
trak in the corridor will do to inflate the operating costs of Amtrak in 
the corridor itself. In its current operating plan, Amtrak estimates 
that in 1982 it will carry 14.8 million passengers in the corridor (be- 
tween all communities) and will generate $178.6 million in revenue 
($12.07 per passenger). Its operating costs are estimated to be $331.8 
million ($22.42 per passenger). Adding to those figures the cost of 
depreciation of the improvements in the corridor and the interest 
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cost of the project brings total attributable costs to $560 million for 
the j^ear. This exceeds commercial revenues by $381 million. Thus, for 
each passenger carried total social costs would be $38. Thus Amtrak 
would charge that passenger $12, and the country would have a deficit 
which it had underwritten of $26 per passenger, more than double what 
the passenger is being asked to pay. 

For the 11 yeai-s and 9 months of $9.5 billion, the Nation will have 
achieved the following results: 

In its first 6 years, Amtrak passengei-s increased annually from 16.2 
million to 19.2 million, an increase of 18.5 percent to 26.4 million 
passengers carried. 

Mr. Chairman, the only thing I can say is that I think that is 
optimistic. Any large increase they get will come out of the hide of the 
bus industry and we don't have that much hide left. 

Operating sul>sidies which averaged $9.48 per passenger carried 
in 1972 had risen to $26.82 by 1977 and is forecast to be $32.35 in 
1982. In contrast, it should be noted that total commercial revenues for 
Amti-ak per passenger were $9.43 in 1972, $15.92 in 1977 and are 
estimated to be $21.09 in 1982. 

Passenger miles for Amtrak in fiscal year 1972 totaled 2.9 billion. 
This was less than 3 percent of the total passenger miles carried by 
Amtrak'S common carrier competitois, the commercial airlines and 
the intercity bus industry. By fiscal 1976, it carried 3.7 billion pas- 
senger miles. This was still less than 3 percent of the traflic cai'ried 
by the airlines and the bus companies in that period. And, rolling 
into the future, after $9.5 billion in subsidy by 1982 Amtrak will still 
l)e carrying less than 3 percent of the combined passenger miles of its 
two private competitors. 

Amtrak's results are even more discouiaging when its passenger 
miles are compared to the total intercity passenger miles by all modes, 
including the private automobile. It is roughly three-tenths of 1 per- 
cent of the total. 

This is not much performance for Amtrak after the Nation will have 
spent $9.5 billion in a little over 11 years. Even in an era of big gov- 
ernment expenditures, this is astronomical when viewed against what 
is accomplished. 

Mr. Chairman, as an incorporator of Amtrak, I remember the fren- 
zied work we did in the spring of 1971 in setting up the corporation and 
the hopes all the incorporatoi-s had that we were taking part in the 
establishment of an economically viable intercity rail service in this 
country—participating in what we recognized could be an historic 
occasion. 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. I^wis, if I may interrupt, you talk about the fact 
that Amtrak is carrying less than 3 percent of the combined passenger 
miles of its two private competitors. Who are the two private com- 
i>etitors? 

Mr. LEWIS. The airlines and the bus industry. 
Mr. RcwxEY. They are not subsidized at all by the Fetleral Govern- 

ment. 
Mr. LEWIS. At the present time the bus industiT is actually making 

a contribution to the highway trust fund tliat is roughly 25 percent 
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more than the attributable cost shown by the Department of Trans- 
portation studies on subsidies. On the other hand, I do believe that 
the airlines are not paying their full share of the cost of operating the 
Federal airways. 

In the case of the intercity bus industry, with present fuel taxes and 
excise taxes we pay, we literally are paying 25 percent more than 
the estimated impact cost on the Federal Highway System according 
to the DOT studies. 

Mr. EooNEY. The buses run on a Federal Interstate System. 
Mr. LKWIS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. RooxEY. Developed and built by Federal monej-s. 
Mr. LEWIS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. RooNEV. i2MK) miles. 
Mr. LEWIS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. RooNEY. All of the airlines are flying into city airports that are 

built by the States and local authorities. They all have FA A subsidies. 
How do you saj' that they are private competitors? 

Mr. LEWIS. I think the bus industry pays through user charges a 
sum of money greater than its proportionate share of the costs brought 
on by the bus indn.stry accordmg to the studies of the Department of 
Transi)ortation. Now, in the case of the airlines. I don't believe that 
they fully compensate the Government for the use of Federal airways. 

There is no i)rovision for the compensation fully for the Federal 
airways. I still would say that their basic management policies and 
philosophies and the like are really set, the majority of their funding 
comes from private enterprise sources. 

Now the bus industry, of course, uses Federal highways and also 
State and local highway systems. 

Mr. RooxEY. All tlirce carriers are subsidized either directly or 
indirectly, is that correct? 

Mr. LEWIS. Well, if you call subsidies the use of Federal highways, 
even though you pay more than your proportionate shai-e. then I 
would say yes. 

In my own thinking in the past. I have always assumed that subsidies 
would occur if the estimated impact costs were not at least recovered 
in the fees paid. In our case we do pay more. 

Now, the U.S.R.A., when we prepared reports on the subsidies to 
various modes of transportation we pointed out that rail comptitive 
truckers paid taxes equal to alwiit ."lO to (>0 percent of tlieii- impact costs. 
We called that a subsidy, the difference between that and 100 percent. 

In the case of the bus industry we pay actually 2.") percent more than 
the impact costs. So that while buses usi> a public facility, the industry 
really pays its proportionate shai-e. 

I regret to say that at this point Amtrak constitutes a massive fail- 
ure. It has come nowhere near meeting the objectives we believed it 
mi.i'lit during those long sessions in the spring of 1071. 

When something fails to this degree it is piobably dvie to multiple 
causes among which could be management, public policy, competition, 
01- what have you. But failure to this de<rree jn-obably reflects some- 
thing more fundamental—it probably fails because it does not have 
real acceptance in the maiketplace. This raises a basic question as to 
whether the public wants or has need for intercity rail service, at least 
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as it is currently operated. It also raises a question as to whether the 
marketinjr policies of the corporation have been adequatei}' thought 
out. I think the answer is obvious, no. 

For some time Amtrak has tended to justify its existence on the 
biisis of energy efficiency. This is a false claim and is not borne out by 
the facts. In calendar year 1$)76 Amtrak consumed TO.i) million gallons 
of diesel fuel while jiroviding -1.27 billion passenger miles of service. 
It averaged only iio.;") passenger miles transported per gallon of fuel 
consumed. This figure includes the passenger miles in the Northeast 
corridor between Washington and Is'ew Haven, but it does not include 
the cost of fuel to generate the electricity which powered those trains. 

Thus, actual fuel efficiency is less than 55 miles per gallon. It is much 
closer to being on a parity with tlie automobile of the future (i.e. 1982 
as mandated by Congress) than present consumption figures would 
indicate. Furthermoi-e, the fuel consumpticm figure will rise in the 
future as track speeds increase on the Northeast corridor with the 
completion of the present upgrading project as well as elsewhei-o 
throughout the country. I do not believe anyone has made a conclusive 
study of the increased fuel consumntion of trains traveling at or near 
to their terminal sjjeeds. Genei-ally. when you begin to approach the 
terminal speed of any transportation technology, fuel consumption 
rises sharply and disproportionatelj' to the workload involved. 

Amtrak has justified its existence in providing stxindby capacity 
in case of some sort of an emergency. There is no way tliat a tians- 
l)ortation mode which provides less than 3 percent of common carrier 
passenger transportation capacity in this countiT or roughly three- 
tenths of 1 percent of its total passenger transportation capacity, in- 
cluding automobile, can provide an effective reserve for any 
emergency. 

Thus, there reallv is no fundamental iustification for subsidies to 
Amtiak if it, itself, cannot develop its own justification in the 
marketplace. 

Mr. Chairman, I iTspectfully .suggest that this ovei-sight hearing 
be expanded to include a restudy of the basic mission of Amtrak, the 
goals which should be set for it and the dirertives which should be 
issued to it to accomplish those goals. 

The counti"y's resources, its economic ]X)wer, as well as the money 
and patience of its taxpayei-s, are not inexhaustible. In determining 
the future direction of transoortation. Congress nuist take a realistic 
view of the economic alternatives which exist and establish i)riorities 
based on the limited resources available for economic; developnvent. It 
is essential that these i>Uernatives l)e projierlv evaluated and that ap- 
propriate tradeoff studies l)e conducted which pi-operly f|uantifv the 
total cost of a system of transportation. These tradeoffs nnist be 
weighed, not only in tenns of economic benefits, but the Nation's over- 
all npods for fuel conservation and othei- vital skoals as well. 

Can we as a Nation, as a matter of national i)olicy, afford to continue 
the practice of heavily subsidizing a mode of transport the justifica- 
tion of which is predicated only upon its past role in passenger 
transportation. 

In the taxpayers' general intei-est, it is timely to ask and resolve 
this question. 
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Mr. Chairman, the issues before this committee which have been 
posed by Amtrak's last two 5-year development plans are truly maior. 
I respectively sngjarest that the General Accowntinp Office or the Con- 
gressional Budget Office be asked to make an analysis of the whole 
Amtrak concept, the costs and the benefits which society will derive 
from a continuation of present programs, and the impact Amtrak 
has on its private enterprise competitors. 

I shall be glad to answer any questions that you might have. 
Mr. RooNEY. Thank you for a very comprehensive statement. 
Mr. Lewis, is it your belief that even with corporate reorganization 

and restructuring of Amtrak that the company still will not make 
a profit ? 

Mr. LEwas. I suspect that for the indefinite future in almost any- 
thing you do that it will be difficult for Amtrak to become fully 
profitable. The thing that concerns me as much as anything else is the 
fact that not having a profit goal or not being asked to really hold 
their expenses under control—as Mr. Reistrup said this morning, he 
didn't like the accountants looking over his shoulder—they are able 
to price their services for a superior product which is faster, at 80 
miles an hour, than our arbitrarily held-down Pr>eeds of 55. and ab- 
solutely modern new Amfleet cars that are far more comfortable, four 
abreast, than the busses with which we compete with them. 

They are able to come in here and without any pressure for im- 
provement, price themselves at our level or below, and this is very 
damaging to the bus industry. 

The only thing we have to offer as a transportation system is in- 
herently lower costs, providing the basis for lower rates. And, when 
Government subsidies permit a competitor to drop its rates on top 
of us, I can only tell you that with a general expansion of Amtrak's 
5-year program throughout the entii-e country on the major routes in 
the next 5 years, I don't think you will have a bus industry in 1982. 

Mr. RooNEY. You did state that the Amtrak fare charges per pas- 
senger covers only one-third of the cost of carrying a passenger ? 

Mr. LEWIS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. RooNEY. Do you l>e1ieve that Amtrak should increase its fares? 
Mr. LEWIS. Yes, sir. I think they should lie prevailed upon to at- 

tempt to generate increased revenues by fare inci-eases. I think that is 
the only way that you can really determine what the market demand 
is for their sen'ices. 

Mr. RooNEY. You question whether or not Amtrak has received ac- 
ceptance in the marketplace, further, whether or not the Amtrak serv- 
ice is needed or required in this coimtry. Do you believe that the na- 
tional rail svstem should be decreased to something similar to former 
Secretary Coleman's suggested plan? 

Mr. LEWIS. I don't think I am familiar with his plan, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooNEY. He suggested, as I recall, the corridor concept and give 

that service where it can compete with other modes of transportation. 
Mr. TJCWIS. I don't think that there is any question but in corridors 

such as exist l)etween here and Boston that there is probably more justi- 
fication for concern alwut the existence of rail service. At the same 
time though, I think it is important that when you have trains travel- 
ing at 120 miles an hour and the buses are arbitrarily held by law to 
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55 miles an hour, and when you are providing cars of infinitely greater 
comfort than that whicii exists in a bus, I think it is only natural that 
we should ask that transportation agency to charge rates that at least 
reflect its out-of-pocket cost of operation. The rates that are charged 
today are much less than the out-of-pocket cost of operation, Amtrak 
was granted complete freedom to price its services at what tlie market 
could bear so that they could charge what was necessary to make its 
operations profitable. 

But they have abused that freedom. Mr. Reistrup in his testimony 
this morning talked about the fact that they were able to offer com- 
petitive rates and that if they offered comi>etitive rates they would 
get ridership. That only means, Mr. Chairman, a diversion of riders 
from the bus industry. It is a very serious threat. Amtrak has not de- 
veloped its pricing stnicture on the basis of what was needed to re- 
duce losses, but merely to generate riderehip. 

A proliferation of modern cars, at higher speeds throughout the 
country as envisioned in rail Amtrak's current operating j>lan, with 
another $6 billion public subsidy in the next 5 years, and I literally 
don't know where this industry that I represent will be. It is a tough 
problem in terms of national transportation priorities and policy. 

Mr. RooNEY. Can you suggest a way that Amtrak could, as you say, 
justify its existence in the marketplace ? 

In using Boston to Washington perhaps as an example, can the 
buses provide services between here and New York and Boston with- 
out the comjjetition of Amtrak ? 

Mr. LEWIS. We can provide services but our service is going to be 
slower because we can't go at the faster speeds. Even though we are 
by far the most energy efficient mode by a substantial margin, we are 
arbitrarily held down to lower speeds in order to meet the national 
objective for energy consumption. We lost 40 minutes in the schedule 
lietween Washington and New York, non-stop, when we went to 
lower speeds. 

Mr. RooxEY. Are you advocating higher speeds for buses ? 
Mr. LEWIS. I would like to suggest yes, but I honestly am not in a 

iwsition to do so at the moment bipcause I don't know how it could be 
brought about. We are really caught in a problem of dealing with 
national priorities on the highway system. T for one think I would 
have a lot of difficulty in saying that we should be pennitted to go at 
6.5 to 70 miles an hour whereas private automobiles should be held 
down to 5.5 miles. I think at that point we are not dealing with reality 
to ask that. 

But I do think we are dealing with reality, if we have a faster serv- 
ice by train and—we have better cars by train—to ask them to price 
their services so as to at least cover their out-of-pocket costs. 

The Congressman from Montana talked about the fact that some 12 
stations would not receive services if Amtrak's cut backs were pursued. 
I have here in front of me a map that shows that we serve over 200 
cities in Montana. We provide sen'ices to over 200 cities in Montana. 
If the services were discontinued we still would pro^ade sennces to 
all the cities that Amtrak currently operates to except one of 2,500 
in population. 

We have a pervasive level of service which can substitute for 
Amtrak. 
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T would also like to point out the statement that I made in my open- 
ing remarks. It is your basic hijrli density trade routes that have his- 
torically produced the profitability to the bus industry. The niral 
routes of lijrht traffic density have been losers for us. Unfortunately, 
as there lias been out-mijri*ation in the last 25 years from the rural 
areas to the urban areas that traffic volume has decreased, so what used 
to be marginal is now submarginal. One of the reasons that the bus 
industry has suffered a declining pi-ofit today and has for the last 6 
or 7 years is the fact that we are facing competition on the principal 
routes at the same time these rural routes are declining in ridership. 

Here is a very critical national resource where we serve 1,5,(XM) 
communities that no other public carrier serves, and yet we are nm- 
ning out of the ability to support the losses that are in those i-ural 
areas. 

So it is a vei"y serious problem. 
Mr. RooxEY. AVe certainly do apjireciate your veiT fine testimony 

this afternoon. Mr. I^ewis. We appreciate your being here before this 
committee. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you vei^ mudi. Mr. Chaimian. I appreciate it. 
Mr. RooxEY. Our next witness will be Mr. Arthur Purcell. director 

of the Technical Information Project, Inc., Washington. D.G. 

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR H. PURCELL, Ph. D.. DIRECTOR, 
TECHNICAL INFORMATION PROJECT, INC. 

Mr. PuRCELi,. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Technical Information Project [TIP] appreciates the opportunity 

to make a statement lx?fore the subcommittee. TIP is a nonpix)fit i"e- 
search, education, and consulting gioup incorporated in the Nation's 
Capital. We specialize in resource conservation and environmental 
]X)licy areas. My name is Arthur II. Purcell, and I am director of TIP. 
I have appeared before this subcommittee previously in relation to 
waste lesrislation. 

TIP is vitally concerned with the subject of energy conservation. 
Tlie national network of citizen leadei-s we have generated through 
our ongoing energy and waste workshop series across the coimtry 
shares this concrn. As an organization, we i-ecognize the vital con- 
tribution that efficient, reasonably priced, and well patronized rail- 
road passenger service can make to national energy conservation ef- 
forts. The energy attrartivenesse of rail jia-ssengei- transport is well 
documented. I don't think I need go into it here. As an individual, I 
will admit I am a dyed-in-the-vvool train buff and a supporter of 
Amtrak. 

As a member of President Caller's 1976 Science Task Force I was 
quite concerned with the issue of the relationship between Federal 
Government and mass tiansit programs, particularly those of rail 
passenger service. 

Tliere is a poem that contains the line: '"There isn't a train I 
wouldn't take, no matter wjiere it gfjes." Tliis describes my ]>hilosophy 
and bias toward jjassengei- (rains. It also underscores my deep con- 
cern for the direction Amtrak is taking as it seeks to trim service in 
order to reduce its unfortunate operating debts. 
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Recent personal observations lead me to believe that Amtrak's prior- 
ities in reducing service will perhaps cut dollai' losses but will also serve 
to discourage rail passenger travel and further tarnish Amtrak's less 
than burnished image. This past long weekend, along with my wife, 
I went on a combined business and pleasure trip encompassing 1,000 
miles of rail travel on three different Amtrak trains. It was a most 
enjoyable trip for us because we like train travel and have a forgiv- 
ing nature. Rut certain negative aspects of Amtrak service stood out 
which, I believe, are real danger signs in the battle to attract more 
passengers that Amtrak desperately needs. 

P^irst, for the tenth time in my past 11 trips, the Metroliner was 
20 minutes late, or more than 10 percent behind schedule to New York. 
The Metroliner consistently runs behind schedule. 

It is important to ask how will Amtrak service cuts affect this 
problem? What plans does Aintrak have to improve this \atal part 
of its system in light of budget pressures? There is no evidence what- 
soever that service cuts will do anything other than decrease perform- 
ance of this and other trains. 

I need not expound on the long-standing inconvenience of getting 
near trains in TJnion Station in Washington, and the sterile waiting 
rooms with inadequate seating provided in the new station. But I 
continue to be dismayetl by the exceedingly poor waiting and board- 
ing facilities in other major centers. In New York, the dismal main 
waiting room at Penn Station was standing room only last Saturday 
when we were waiting for a night train north. Wlien we went down 
to the more comfortable Amtrak lounge on Penn Station's lower 
level, a sign on the locked door told us that "Ijounge services have 
been suspended due to budget restrictions." 

Boston's South Station, from which we boarded the Monday Night 
Owl back to D.C., is an abomination. You really have to be a hard- 
core rail fan to venture into place, particularly after dark. I had 
not be«n in South Station for 2 years, and was quite disappointed to 
see that virtually nothing had been done to improve the waiting and 
boarding facilities at this major Amtrak terminal. 

The closing of the New York passenger lounge, along with the con- 
tinuing chaos at Washington's TTnion Station and the lack of effort 
at Boston's South Station, give both symbolic and substantive testi- 
mony to the fact that Amtrak needs substantive guidance as it priori- 
tizes service reiluction efforts. They indicate that Amtrak is not really 
serious alK>ut wanting to make rail passenger service travel attrac- 
tive and comfortable. The fact that every day tens of thousands of 
Amtrak patrons must suffer with these and other facilities is a seri- 
ous public relations defeat for Amtrak. It symbolizes the need for 
much closer scrutiny of how Amtrak intends to pursue with equal 
vigor the goals of cutting costs and increasing patronage and thereby 
live up to its potential as a major contributor to national energy con- 
servation policies. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RODNEY. Thank you. Dr. Purcell. 
How long do you think the Federal Government should subsidize 

Amtrak's services to the extent of over half a billion dollars per fiscal 
year? 

24'414 O - IB - 19 
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Dr. PrKCET-L. Mr. Chairman. I was intercstod in the discussion that 
you had with Mr. I^ewis and the difference of opinion as to wliat 
constitutes a subsidy. I think that, of course, is a liard question that 
all of you are grappling with. As you pointed out. and rightly so, 
the three major modes of transportation are subsidized. 

I believe that certainly for 5 years jjerhaps. provided its man- 
agement sliapes up and a number of tilings are improved. To me. this 
is a reasonable time period to consider significant subsidies. 

Mr. RooNEY. Of course they anticipated in 1S)71 that by 1976 it 
would be a for-profit organization, and that has not occurred in 6 
years. 

Dr. PtiRCELL. Right. 
Now the 1982 goal is talked about a lot. which is 5 yeai-s. One would 

hope that Amtrak management has learned a lot. whicii it a catchall 
phrase for admitting errors. liut I still Have hope, i Uni nu. n.. e, <,ii- 
omist but I think there is some possibility that given strong guid- 
ance by ijeople like yourselves tJiat tlie system can approach fiscal 
integrity. 

Mr. RooxEY. So when you talk alwut substantive guidelines to 
Amtrak you are talking about guidance that should come from the 
Congress ? 

Dr. PiriscELL. I believe that is a proper source for this guidance. 
Management always has to have flexibility, of course, but I think 
that the Congress is able to j)i-ovide Ixjth stroug guidelines and yet 
reasonable ones. I think it has been done before and can be done 
again. 

Mr. RooNEY. I think Mr. Reistmp said this morning he is finding 
it very difficult to recruit management personnel at the level which 
could l>e of help to him at Amtrak. I think with your nonprofit Tech- 
nical Information Project perhaps you can suggest some people who 
might want to work for Amtrak. 

Dr. Pr RCEi.L. Yes, I certainly would he interestexi in interfacing 
with Mr. Reistrup or a representative in that regard. 

Ml'. RooNEY. Where do you get your funds ? 
Dr. PuKCELL. It depends on the project. There is a mix of both 

private and Government agency funding. The workshop series to 
which I referred is an almost wholly EPA-supported activity; we 
are also supported by agencies such as ERDA. the National Science 
Foundation, and also management consulting and other private groups 
in the resource and energy conservation field. 

Mr. RooxEY. I wonder if you could comment, then, talking alx)ut 
energy. alx)ut a statement that Mr. I^ewis just made about the bus 
being a l^etter conservation .situation as far as a per mile traveler 
versus the railroad. 

Dr. PuRCELL. I was intrigued by his comments. I did not hear the 
quantative figures disputing the energy superiority of the railroad. 
I heard a figure of, I tliink, Tfi.i) million gallons, something like that. 
Then I heard a oS-mile-per-gallon figure. I didn't see a direct com- 
parison. 

His point is well taken that if the energ>' for the electric part of 
Amtrak. and the electric part is going to be expanded, is not taken 
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into account, then tliere is some obvious error in tlie calculations for 
energy efficiency. But without havinfx specific figures in front of me 
it seems unlikely that unless Anitrak trains are running close to empty, 
that its energy efficiency would be lower than that of the buses. 

I have done a lot of work in trying to look at how far back you go 
in such calculations. If you take into account the energy of building 
the intei-state highways, if you take into account the energy that was 
expended 100 years ago to build the road l)eds, these figures come out 
ditfei-ently. But for operating energy, it is hard to believe that the 
buses woiild be more efficient. 

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you very much, Dr. Purcell. We appreciate your 
contribution today. 

Dr. PURCELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RODNEY. Our next and final witnesses will be a panel consisting 

of Ms. Sherri Y. Alston, assistant commissioner for public transporta- 
tion, St. Paul Minn.; Clifford Elkins, deputy director. National 
Conference of State Railway Officials; Mr. William L. Barwis, man- 
ager of the Rail Passenger Operations Section, Lansing, Mich.: George 
Gray, acting chief. Division of Mass Transit, California Department 
of Transportation. 

STATEMENT OF CLIFFORD ELKINS, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CONFER- 
ENCE OF STATE RAILWAY OFFICIALS 

Mr. ELKINS. I am Mr. Elkins, director of the National Conference 
of State Railway Officials. 

I would like to make some introductory remarks. We will have Mr. 
Barwis summarize, then Ms. Alston, and Mr. Gray. 

What I would like to do is make a couple observations based on 
what has happened in the hearings to date. 

We think they are quite significant, as Mr. Hennessy from New 
York testified yesterday. The States we think are in a very unique 
position with Amtrak because perhaps in no other entity outside of 
the Federal Government is a true financial partner with Amtrak. In- 
deed the passage of the 4-R Act bv Congiess in its wisdom provided 
for the 403(B) services, but in addition to that the States do many 
other things that can help Amtrak. We feel that it has not gone far 
enough. The States almost universally are very concerned with the 
relation.ship and the role that it has with Amtrak. 

Indeed we think it is an incredulous situation that the States have 
to come before Congress and have somewhat of a negative position 
regarding Amtrak and its present role because our goal is for Amtrak 
to have good, decent, and meaningful rail passenger service. 

We think it is also significant in our appearance today: we are not 
primarily talking about service cuts. We are talking what Amtrak 
should be and if s intended request for additional money. 

While some of us have differing opinions on the need for additional 
money we think Congressman Madigan's remark this morning in his 
question, "Would the additional moneys mean business as usual?'' 
And we are quite concerned that the answer is yes, it does mean busi- 
ness as usual. This is what our concern is. 
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In addition to the testimony' that we have prepared, I have two 
Governoi-s' statements which we gave to the committee, and particu- 
larly Governor Carroll of Kentucky. One of the main points he wished 
to bring out is that in the 6 years of active dealing in rail passenger 
matter's, the State of Kentucky, to his knowledge, and Commissioner 
Grayson of the Kentucky Department of Transportation, have had 
no official communication from any official at Amti-ak. Their main 
source of contract has been receiving press releases. 

The State of Kentucky has resources that are available, but indeed 
they find the way they have to deal is go to an adversary proceeding 
on the Floridian. 

Mr. RooxET. Without objecting, the Governor's statement will be- 
come a part of the record [see p. 308.] 

Mr. ELKINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I also have a statement from Governor Lamm of Colorado. 
Mr. RooNEY. Which will be included in the record [see p. 309]. 
Mr. ELKIXS. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 
The Governor's statement brings up a restructuring suggestion for 

train service to Colorado. It is the Southwest Limited. It is interest- 
ing to note in Mr. Reistrup's statement today on page 10, Amtrak is 
seriously considering restructuring this train. Tlie State of Colorado, 
I believe, lias a meaningful alternative. Again, in discussion with Gov- 
ernor's Lamm's office and Mr. Kenslinger. the present executive direc- 
tor of the Colorado Highway Department, they have not had any 
meaningful communication with officials of Amtrak. They want to 
make that service serving Colorado better, and it does not neces- 
sarily mean more service, only better service. 

One other point that I would like to make before our witnesses 
start. 

In Mr. Lewis' testimony, looking at table 1, we notice a source which 
is the Amtrak o-year corporate plan for the fiscal years 1978 to 1982. 
We assume that means the current Amtrak 5-year plan which we 
learned in the Wall Street Jotirnal has been released. We completely 
share frustration that as a State which wishes to help Amtrak and 
work closely with Amtrak, we know nothing about the 5-year plan 
except what we have read in the paper, and we see the committee has the 
same problem. We think tiiis is basically an intolerable situation. 

We stand ready to deal with Amtrak, to meet with them. In fact, 
we had one excellent meeting, but since that date there has been no 
foUowup. 

National schedules are complex. Somebody has to get that train at 
4 a.m. We feel we as a group of vStates can meet with Amtrak, we can 
assist them to see who has what service. This offer has been made time 
and time again to Amtrak that we sit down with their scheduling 
process before it is published. To date we have had no satisfactory 
answer. 

These are the only observations I wish to express. I would like to 
have Mr. Barwis go next and we will all be available for questioning, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RooxEY. Mr. Barwis. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. BARWIS, MANAGER, RAIL PASSENGER 
OPERATIONS, MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF STATE HIGHWAYS 
AND TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. BARWIVS. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to present 
testimony i-egarding Amtrak's operation and performance. With your 
permission, I woukl like to submit a detailed evaluation of the Amtrak 
Michigan operation for the record, but touch on a few general areas 
of concern in this statement. 

Mr. RooNEY. Without objection the evaluation will become a part 
of the record. 

[The evaluation referred to follows:] 
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9/23/77 

EVALUATION OF MICHIGAN AMTRAK SERVICE 

This treatise on Amtrak's past and present perforHnce reflects the opinions 
of State of Michigan personnel, and is confined primarily to trains serving 
Michigan. Some comnents are offered on areas outside Michigan based on 
contacts with passengers who have ridden other trains and on previous experi- 
ences of Michigan personnel. 

It must be understood from the outset that outside agency representatives 
cannot evaluate Aaitrak's Internal administration, despite our close relationship 
with most departments of the organization. We can see the results of Inadequate 
conmunication between and within departments, but outsiders cannot pinpoint 
specific personnel as deficient. However, Amtrak has not met the expectations 
of the states with regard to quality of service provided and it becomes 
difficult to justify state expenditures (both capital and operating) on the 
service when there are deficiencies. 

In order to evaluate Amtrak's performance, minimum service quality standards 
•ust be established. Some suggested standards are listed below: 

1. Amtrak nust have good trackage over which to operate, with schedules 
at the most marketable times. The schedules must reflect maxina 
safe passenger speeds using FRA track classifications but also 
must have sufficient time to ensure a reliable service (80% or 
more on-time). 

2. Amtrak must have the cooperation of the operating railroads In its 
efforts to minimize railroad operating costs (including crew sizes). 
to maintain high morale among crews having contact with Amtrak's 
passengers, and to Improve schedules and train performance over 
tiae. 

3. Amtrak must purchase equipment (both locomotives and passenger cars) 
that can be maintained efficiently, at a reasonable cost, and is 
suitable for the services provided. Maintenance cycles and 
facilities must then be set up so the equipment will perform reliably, 
enabling high availability and good utilization. 

4. Amtrak must hire and train all on-board personnel to be courteous 
and helpful to passengers, even under the most difficult circumstances, 
and train menus must be appropriate to the passengers' needs and be 
well-prepared. 

5. Mhere Amtrak has been entrusted with track ownership. It should 
upgrade the railroad to the maximum safe passenger speeds within the 
resources available. 

6. Amtrak must market the services to the maximum within its avail- 
able resources, including fares, schedules, on-board and station 
services. 

7. Amtrak must effectively comnunicate within its own organization 
and with interested outside agencies and the general public. 

8. Antrak must aggressively seek all available outside funding and 
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publicity available to it. Funding should be concentrated on capital 
improvements, particularly to track and stations. 

9. Amtrak must develop an accounting system that can detect improper 
charges from vendors and correct them iranediately. A system must 
also be developed to properly allocate costs to individual routes 
and allow timely preparation of billings for accounts receivable. 

The company must be organized to provide passenger t 
il passenger service is viable. Amtrak is not just an 
ains, but provides transportation for people. 

..._  ^_..^  ,. ,  .. ^. ... , ,_. transportation where 
rail passenger service is viable. Amtrak is not just an operator of passenger 
trai " "" '  '"•"" ' ^.»j— r— 1- 

Evaluation of Amtrak Using Service Quality Standards 

In our experience with the Amtrak system over several years, Michigan enjoys 
some of the best service provided anywhere by Amtrak, despite the relatively 
low authorized track speeds. In large measure this good service results from 
two factors: the large ridership increase in the Detroit-Chicago corridor 
during 1975 and 1976, and the close monitoring performed by the Michigan 
Passenger Services Aides. Because of the good Michigan ridership, Amtrak is 
considering major service improvements over the next five years. 

However, the relatively good service should not overshadow the fact 
that Amtrak needs a strong push to perform its job better. The following is a 
description of perceived deficiencies and suggested solutions, using the 
standards cited above: 

1. Problem: Amtrak is authorized to operate over contract railroads 
by law, which include any that dropped passenger service as of April 30, 1971, 
whether or not Amtrak continued that service beginning May 1. However, in 
many cases passenger trains are restricted to speeds below maximum FRA- 
authorized speeds. For example, in Michigan, Conrail authorizes 70 mph 
passenger train operation and the Grand Trunk authorizes 60 mph, but the FRA 
authorizes 79 mph. In both cases, Amtrak has not been successful in convincing 
the railroads to raise the speeds. 

Also, Conrail has been cooperative in scheduling the trains at times 
desirable to Amtrak, but the Grand Trunk has refused to change the westbound 
Blue Water to the time proposed by Amtrak and the state. 

Suggested Solution: Amtrak must be more aggressive and tough in its 
relationship with railroads, particularly the anti-passenger lines that refuse 
to cooperate. Top level management should meet and explain the options to 
the railroad, including litigation or arbitration if an agreement cannot be 
reached. If unsuccessful, Amtrak should immediately arbitrate the matter. 
In this process, however, it is presumed that "peaceful co-existence" is the 
more desirable alternative and arbitration is only a last resort. 

In the past six months since the Grand Trunk refused to change the 
Blue Water schedule, the state is not aware of any meetings between top Amtrak 
management and Mr. Burdakin to discuss this situation; Amtrak has quietly 
succumbed to the railroad. 
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2. Problem: The railroads have varied widely In their cooperation, 
but Amtrak can consider Its relationship satisfactory with only a few of them. 
The operating contracts have no incentive for the carriers to minimize their 
costs, and in fact have every incentive to include gray areas In the billings. 
Train crews have not changed materially since Amtrak took over in 1971 and 
there is little contact with railroad-employed conductors and trainmen who 
are in daily contact with the passengers. 

Suggested solution: Railroad cooperation will not be obtained through 
passing laws, but it will require a great deal of imagination and ingenuity. 
Economic incentives can be used to a limited extent, but Amtrak does not have 
the resources to incur large costs to "bribe" the railroads to cooperate. 

One possibility would be to use Amtrak's lobbying capability on Capitol 
Hill to obtain funds or other concessions for the railroads, benefitting both 
freight and passenger service. 

A second possibility would involve working with state and local agencies 
having railroad regulatory functions in an effort to relieve the railroads 
of burdensome rules. In any such endeavor, though, Amtrak must negotiate 
the specific items in advance with the railroads. There are probably numerous 
other ways that would generate good will for Amtrak with the railroads. 

3. Problem: Amtrak has had mixed results with the new equipment it has 
purchased. With a few minor exceptions, the Amfleet and Turbos appear to 
operate reliably and to be maintainable, while the SDP's and E-60's have been 
notable failures. 

The company's equipment maintenance capability on all types has not been 
proven, however, especially in Chicago. Equipment operating in Michigan is 
primarily Amfleet and Turbos, but almost regularly defects are reported on 
several trips before they are repaired. Even more serious was the inadequate 
preparations made when the Amfleet was first introduced. Many spare parts 
were not available during the production run for the initial cars put into 
service because they were all needed for the cars being built. Toilet and 
end door motors were a serious problem with their frequent failures, and no 
spares were available. Numerous passenger complaints were received during 
that period. Even with adequate spare parts, some repairs require several 
days, but the cars are operated anyway. A few design deficiencies remain, 
such as small exterior door heaters that are ineffective in heavy snow and 
severe cold, or perhaps not used properly because of Inadequate training 
of train crews. 

The Turboliner equipment is better maintained In Chicago than the Amfleet, 
probably because technicians ride each train and make minor repairs en route, 
and because the facility maintains a small and fixed fleet of cars. 

Maintenance of conventional cars appears to be minimal. The worst of 
the old cars were scrapped or sold when the Amfleet was delivered, but the 
condition of the remaining cars continues to deteriorate. Technicians on 
the Niagara Rainbow and Lake Shore Limited in New York State have helped 
those trains somewhat, but the conditions are far from satisfactory. For example, 
three diners are assigned to the Niagara Rainbow for the two sets of equipment, 
but there are almsot daily reports of air-conditioning or electric failures 
on these cars. A 10% spare ratio is typical, but even 33% is not adequate in 
this case. 
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Suggested Solution: The regions must establish accountability with their 
equipment maintenance personnel, both for equipment leaving its maintenance 
point and out on the road. 

Using Chicago as an example, all trains should be checked before leaving 
the yard. The lOOOA form (list of each car's defects noted by previous trip's 
train crew) is helpful in detecting problems, but a thorough inspection 
should also be made by maintenance forces. Any car with a defect that affects 
safety or that would be noticeable to passengers should not be approved to 
leave the yard. The region's management should then make spot inspections 
of equipment after it backs into the depot, and if any defects are noted, 
disciplinary action or dismissal of the responsible people should follow. 
It is understood that exceptions are always necessary, for instance when a 
train is very late arriving and there is insufficient time to handle every 
detail. However, this should be the exception and not the rule; equipment 
should not be scheduled to turn around so fast that adequate maintenance is 
impossible. 

Similarlly, some accountability must be established for equipment out on 
the road. Certain trains, such as the Turbos, have technicians riding to 
correct minor failures, but on most trains no attention is given to the equip- 
ment (beyond watering and trash pickup) from origin to destination. If a 
failure occurs at any point during the trip, repairs are rarely made en 
route, and in some cases the car (or engine) must complete the round 
trip before receiving attention. Such is the case on Amfleet trains between 
Detroit and Chicago. Only minor repairs can be made in Detroit because of 
no spare parts and the time shortage. Control must be established over equipment 
maintenance, both in the terminal and on the road, so if a failure occurs 
between maintenance points it can be traced to an individual. If the current 
system does not work, changes should be made. 

4. Problem: On-board personnel were a serious problem in the Central 
Region until approximately two years ago. Since 1975, the situation has 
Improved substantially, but needs further work. The large majority of 
the attendants on Midwest corridor trains are good and when a complaint is 
registered with Chicago, disciplinary action is prompt. However, we 
continue to hear passenger complaints about surly attendants on the long- 
haul trains to the West Coast. 

Menus on the Midwest corridor trains have been adequate, but the full 
meals offered to date have not been popular. However a new menu has been 
issued recently. Including pizza, that is more popular. This experimentation 
should continue. 

Suggested solution: Regarding the surly attendants on long-haul trains, 
there should be Increased surprise Inspections and disciplinary action. 
These two measures were effective 1n the Midwest. 

5. In Michigan and Indiana, Amtrak owns approximately 85 miles of railroad, 
from Kalamazoo to Michigan City. This track is used by eight passenger trains 
a day and is being upgraded to 79 mph operation with state and Amtrak funds. 
The state Is very pleased with the work Amtrak has performed here so far. 



292 

6. The area of marketing. Including schedules and fares, has been a 
sensitive subject between Affltrak and the 403 (b) agencies (those who subsidize 
Amtrak trains, consisting of California, Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, New 
York and SEPTA). For 403 (b) trains operating on routes where Amtrak does 
not operate its own trains, Amtrak has agreed to give the state or local 
agency a veto on fare and schedule changes, but no such concession was agreed 
to where Amtrak operates its own trains. 

There have been many differences of opinion concerning fare levels, 
schedule times and promotion, but effective conmunication between Amtrak and 
the sponsoring agencies can resolve the large majority of these differences. 

7. Problem: Communication is difficult to measure, but often can be 
evaluated by the quality of the public image. Recent comnunications have 
probably reduced the impact of the massive service reductions, but Amtrak's 
image with the non-riding public is generally negative. In information 
conversations, the reaction to the word "Amtrak" varies from "The trains are 
always crowded, and/or late." to "The train Is unsafe because of all the acci- 
dents lately." Amtrak itself admits that public awareness is slight and more 
effort is needed to bring out its message. 

Suggested solution: There are Amtrak employees in every large city served, 
who are familiar with the local people and probably have many contacts. Amtrak 
management should promote the idea of having employees accept speaking engage- 
ments with such groups as service clubs, elderly and travel groups and general 
gatherings. Discussion topics could be limited to non-policy and non- 
controversial matters, but many items remain. The Sales Department alone is 
not large enough to do this job effectively. 

8. Problem: Amtrak has been aggressive in seeking Congressional funding, 
but has been reticent in soliciting state and local funding with the exception 
of the joint station program last spring. There are numerous untapped sources, 
particularly for advertising. Many small papers and trade publications will 
print articles of a promotional nature free. Some chambers of conmerce or 
travel organizations may be able to fund promotion. 

Amtrak has been particularly lax in working with states and state legisla- 
tures on funding capital improvements. This is a major job, but would probably 
be fruitful if performed by District Superintendents or regional personnel who 
are knowledgeable about the operation and can justify the improvements. 

Another area that was mentioned previously is the state and "local 
agencies with regulatory authority. Particularly relevant for Amtrak would 
be funding of grade separations and grade crossing Improvements and lifting 
of speed restrictions. 

9. Problem: Amtrak has had more than six years to develop an accounting 
system appropriate to its unique situation. From the railroads' viewpoint, 
Amtrak is a public corporation with seemingly unlimited funds from Congress. 
Unless eligible operating costs are specified In the railroad operating 
agreement, the railroads will charge to Amtrak every conceivable Item 
remotely connected with the passenger trains. In Michigan, an agreement was 
executed with Grand Trunk that specifies these eligible costs, but no such 
agreement has ever been signed with Conrail, Amtrak's largest operator. As 
a result there has been confusion and continuing adjustments of the Conrail 
bills. 
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Even more serious is the allocations by route. Amtrak has finally developed 
a system to allocate all costs in a uniform manner, which has not occurred in 
the past. The states disagree with some of the allocation methods, but the 
concept is sound. 

Suggested solution: Amtrak should negotiate agreements that specify 
eligible costs with all operating railroads not already having them. 

In conclusion the Amtrak organization has made many studies in the past 
six years, but still has a long way to go in providing a reliable and consistent 
high quality service. The key area that needs inmediate attention is the 
Amtrak-railroad relationship. The railroads must treat Amtrak the same as 
they would a unit-train shipper who provides his own cars. Until such a 
relationship is developed, Amtrak will have great difficulty controlling 
costs and scheduling its trains. 
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Mr. BARWIS. First, the current budget deficit is a critical problem 
that must be addressed before ridership is destroyed on any key routes. 
Tlie reductions already have affected the Northeast corridor and sev- 
eral long-haul I'outes, and further cuts will be necessary if Amtrak is 
to remain within its fiscal ye^ir 1978 budget. Other services that could 
be affected are the Midwest corridore—including Detroit-Chicago— 
and San Diego-Los Angeles, where years of hard work were required 
to build up the ridei-ship. If Amtrak cuts service in these areas, the 
reason will not be low ridership. 

As a solution to this problem, I would recommend that Congress: 
(a) Undertake a study by an agency independent of Amtrak and 

DOT to evaluate Amtrak and possible alternatives. 
We would like to suggest that the Rail Services Planning Office be 

designated as that agency in coordination with the States. The alter- 
native should include a decentralized Amtrak structure, direct con- 
tracts with the operating i-ailroads without Amtrak, the continuation 
of the existing Amtrak structure, and a combination of State-operated 
short-haul trains and federally s[X)nsored long-haul trains, all of 
which would use Federal funds. The study should evaluate each alter- 
native for its cost and capability of providing a reliable, high-quality 
service. 

(b) Order the restoration of all services operating prior to Sep- 
tember 8 during the period of the study. 

An adequate evaluation is impossible at a time when Amtrak is 
eliminating major links in tlie rail passenger network, and is contem- 
plating additional cuts affecting all parts of the country. Such a study 
should require a few months and will pi"ovide Congress ^vth informa- 
tion currently unavailable to make a knowledgeable decision. 

Second, under the existing or any new operation, the relationship 
with operating railroads must be improved. This mav be possible under 
present legislation, or it may require new laws. In either case, the 
service sjxjnsor must have the ability to e^stablish schedides at mar- 
ketable times and add desirable new routes without arbitration or 
litigation. 

Finally, Congress should clarify the Amtrak-Stat« relationship on 
section 403(b) services. Three questions arise as a result of recent 
amendments: 

One: What constitutes "ade(iuatc demand to warrant such service"' 
and does the State or Amtrak make the final decision on "adequate 
demand?" 

Two: What is tlie definition of "solely-related costs" that are the 
basis for the 50 percent State share of losses? 

Three: Who determines what is a "snTnificant effect on the schedul- 
ing, marketing or operations" or a 40,3(b) train? For example, are 
the States, granted the right of concurrence in all fare changes before 
implementation ? 

There have been discussions between the States and Amtrak on all 
three issues, including many hours of contract negotiations. 

In conclusion. Michigan is concerned witli Amtrak-State relation- 
ships, but more importantly with the future of rail pnssenger service 
as a vital part of the transportation system. We hope that Congress 
will move aggressively to restore necessary services that Amtrak has 
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eliminated and to establisli a mechanism that will give stability to the 
service. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you vei-y much for this opportunity to testify. 
Mr. RooNEY. Thank you very much. 
•Wliat do you mean, Mr. Barwis, by your suggesting a decentralized 

Amtrak structure? Will you explain that? 
Mr. BARWIS. Yes. Right now Amtrak has four regions with head- 

quarters in Chicago, San Francisco, Philadelphia, and there is a fourth 
region which has headquarters in ^'"irginia. 

One proposal would be to decentralize the structure so that all the 
autiiority would be in the regions to determine schedules, operations, 
fares, and to have a skeleton structure in Washington that would 
liandle things like engineering standards, congressional affairs, those 
tyi)es of things that must be handled in Washington. 

Mr. RooNEY. You are not suggesting that Amtrak curtail any of its 
routes ? 

Mr. BARWIS. Mr. Chairman, not during the period of the study. That 
study would determine what routes should be terminated and what 
routes should be continued and any restructuring. 

Mr. RooNEY. So you are advocating that Congress appropriate the 
$r)(> million that has been requested by Amtrak, is that correct? 

Mr. BARWIS. NO. 1 am saying that the Congress should require that 
Amtrak put the trains back on until the study is completed and if 
that requires additional moneys, that some be appropriated. 

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you. 
Ms. Alston, 

STATEMENT OF SHERRI Y. ALSTON, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, 
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION DIVISION, MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT 
OF TRANSPORTATION 

Ms. ALSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the op- 

portunity to appear before you today. 
With your permission I would like to submit a prepared statement. 
Mr. RooNEY. Without objection. 
Ms. ALSTON. This is a brief simimary of those comments. 
The following comments address the two-tier relationship between 

Minnesota and the National Railroad Passenger Corp. (Amtrak), 
Minnesota is part of the national rail passenger network which is to- 
tally funded by Federal dollars. State plus Federal contributions fi- 
nance tlie operations of intrastate rail pas,senger service. I would first 
like to discuss the State supported operation. 

The State of Minnesota has been involved with Amtrak since 
April 1975 in the funding of 403(b) service between the Twin Cities 
(Min!ieapolis-St. Paul) and Duluth. The Arrowhead, the only 403 
(b) service in the State, covers a distance of 150 miles and operates 
daily. 

Minnesota's Department of Public Service had initial administra- 
tive responsibility for the 403(b) program with Amtrak. In Novem- 
lier 1976 tlie Minnesota Department of Transportation was created and 
the newly formed agency assumed tlie duty for managing the Arrow- 
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head contract. The Minnesota Department of Transportation's first 
contact with Amtrak was admittedly in a crisis situation. 

In January 1977 Minnesota's contract had expired and funds were 
supposed!}' exliausted. 

Amtrak was ready to post notice to discontinue Arrowhead, as per 
agieement. The reason "supposedlj'*' was interjected in regard to the 
funding was the State's inability to determine how much money was 
owed Amtrak for the last 4 months of the contract. We met with 
Amtrak officials in February 1977 and the last bill received by the State 
was in January 20, 1977 for the month of September 1976. 

The Department's initial meeting with Amtrak personnel began a 
saga of unfulfilled expectations. 

To improve ridcrship on the AiTowhead, the schedule was changed 
in February 1977 which permitted early morning departures from the 
Twin Cities instead of Duluth. AmFlect equipment hatl Ijoen promised 
for the February change, but due to the pi"obleins resulting from the 
severe winter, the date was changed to March 15, 1977. Xo equip- 
ment was forthcoming. Promises were again made in June 1977 for 
delivery of AmFleet cars by October 1977. This date has later slipped 
to January 1978. Now it is very possible that AmFleet equipment will 
never appear on the run to Duluth. 

Paradoxically, the increased patronage would overtax the three to 
four AmFleet cars designattwl for assignment to the Arrowhead run. 

Minne.sota's biggest concern has l>een in the area of cost allocated 
to the State by Amtrak and Amtrak's billing procedure. In March 
1977 we sent our auditor to Washington to review the billing. The 
review at that point indicated that previous billings were based on 
Amtrak's allocation methods and not nece^sarilv on railroad costs as 
billed by the railroad com))any. in ])articular. the Burlington-Xorth- 
em. Apparently, it was not until September 197fi that Amtrak began 
using actual Burlington-Xortheni costs. Our audit showed that it 
was not c^ear whether the State should be charged for certain expense 
items that were l)eing allocated to us by Amtrak. 

The adoption by the Amtrak Board of Directors of a definition of 
"solely related costs" in relation to the 40.3 (b) service has not satisfied 
our concerns on the cost allocation issue. Tn our minds Amtrak's defini- 
tion of solely related cost simply justifies their practice of allocating 
the cost of an entire system to the individual trains. 

Another ii-ksome ])roblem has lieen the 4-month delay in receiving 
bills from Amtrak. Tt is extremely difficult to request additional 
moneys from a lesrislature, when vou ai-e imable to give them a com- 
nlete picture of how much has lieen exjiended and the rationale for 
these oxnenditures. 

Tn February and again in April. Amtrak promised to bill on a more 
current besi';. The argiiment used by Amtrak for the delay was two- 
fold. First, the railroad delaye<l as lonjr as 90 davs liefore sending a 
bill. Second, a new billing svstem based on solely related cost was 
being implemented. Tn checking with the Burlington-Xorthem it 
was determini'd thpt the B-X sends its bills to .\mtrak within 30 to 
45 davs from the end of the month. 

Our latest corresnouder'ce from .Amtrak indicated that the billinsr 
system is still not fully oi)erationa1. The bills for May and June 1977 
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were finallj- rendered on Septeml>er 30, 1977. These billings came only 
after persistent attempts to have the situation resolved. 

The critical cash now straits of Amtrak, as widely publicized by 
the media, are not solved by l)eing 4 montlis behind on billing. 

We have also experienced difficulties in obtaining correct ridership 
information from Amtrak. In our preparation for the report to the 
legislature we have worked with at least three different sets of rider- 
shij) figures. 

Unfulfilled exj^ectations relating to equipment availability, up-to- 
date billings, accurate ridership figures, and a reasonable explanation 
of the cost allocations system present a picture of inept administra- 
tion, particularly in relation to the 403(b) service. If time is supposed 
to solve Amtrak's difficulties, one questions how much time is needed; 
6 months, 1 year, 2 years—the impediments experienced by the Min- 
nesota Department of Transportation were expresseed by our pred- 
ecessor, the department of public service. It is very difficult to say 
that an additional 6 montlis or 1 year will cure the hard core problems 
of Amtrak. 

Ceitainly, the 403(b) service operated in conjunction with the vari- 
ous States is a small portion of the total National Railroad Passenger 
Corp. picture. However, it is important in demonstrating that a State 
has made a strong commitment to rail passenger service and wants to 
see that service flourish. The service cannot and will not survive a lack 
of interest by Amtrak through inadequate managerial and adminis- 
trative i-esponsibility. As 403 (b) states, we have a right to demand and 
expect adept and intelligent management from Amtrak. 

Second, Minnesota is also part of the National Rail Passenger Serv- 
ice system designated by Amtrak. At the present time we have two 
trains that serve the Twin Cities and seven communities within 
Minnesota. 

Between January and May 1077 almost 55,000 people boarded these 
trains. AVliile we are aware that we have no control over the destiny 
of the National system, we feel that the States should at least be in- 
formed of Amtrak's intentions regarding the service. The State of 
Minnesota was not informed until after the service reductions were 
announced by Amtrak on the Empire Builder and the North Coast 
Hiawatha. 

The lack of being infonned was certainlj' important, but even more 
important was the fact that Amtrak did not bother to contact Minne- 
sota or any of the citizens of Minnesota regarding the need to reduce 
Amtrak service. 

Also, rate increases have l^een imilateral decisions by Amtrak. The 
State of Minnesota is not looking to run Amtrak operations, but since 
a train does go across our State and is used by the citizens of that State, 
we feel that we ought to know what the intentions of Amtrak will be 
in the future. 

We would like to see long haul train service in Minnesota and we 
are willing to work closely with Amtrak to see that patronage in- 
crease and that the people of Minnesota are made more aware of the 
i"ail passenger service that passes through oui- State. 

At the present time Amtrak is building a new station in St. Paul, 
Minn. This station is being built through the cooperation of the peo- 
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pie of St. Paul. We suggest that Amtrak try to solicit the cooperation 
of the State in other areas. 

Minnesota is not seeking to dismantle Amtrak. We only look for 
a more positive response on the part of Amtrak management to our 
rail passenger concerns. 

Thank you. 
[Ms. Alston's prepared statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OP SIIEBBI Y. AI«TON, ASSISTANT CoiiiiissioNER, PUBLIC TRAXSPOETA- 
TioN DmsioN, MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

My uame Is Sherri Y. Alston, Assistant Commissioner for tlie Public Transpor- 
tation Division with the Minnesota Department of Transportation, 413 Trans- 
portation Building, St. Paul, Minn. The Minnesota I>epartment of Transportation 
is responsible for statewide involvement and iwrticipation in the various modes 
of transportation including aeronautics, highways, motor carriers, iiipeline.", rail- 
roads, transit and waterways. Part of the resiwnsibility of the Public Trans- 
portation Division includes the implementation and administration of rail freight 
and passenger programs. 

The following comments address the two-tier relationship between Minnesota 
and the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak). Minnesota is part 
of the national rail passenger network which is totally funded by federal dollars. 
State plus federal contributions finance the operations of intrastate rail 
passenger service. I would first like to discuss the state supported operation. 

Tlie State of Minnesota has been involved with Amtrak since April lOT.'i in the 
funding of 40.3(1)) service between the Twin Cities (.Miiineapnli.s-St. Paul) and 
Duluth. The Arrowhead, the only 403(b) service in the State, covers a distance 
of 150 miles and operates daily. Tlie train departs at 8 a.m. from tlie Twin 
Cities and arrives at 11:20 a.m. in Duluth. The return trip from Duluth begins 
at .5:30 p.m. and arrives in the Minneapolis station at 8:.">0 p.m. Minnesota's 
Department of Public Service had initial administrative responsibility for the 
403(b) program with Amtrak. In November 1976 the Minnesota Department of 
TransjKJrtation was created and the newly formed agency assumed the duty for 
managing the Arrowhead contract. 

The Minnesota Department of Transportation's first contact with Amtrak 
was admittedly in a crisis situaiton. Minnesota's contract had expired and 
funds were suppo.sedly exhausted. Amtrak was ready to post notice to dis- 
continue Arrowhead, as per agreement. The reason supposedly was interjected 
in regard to the funding was the State's inability to determine how much 
money was owed Amtrak for the last four montlis of the contract. We met 
with Amtrak officials In February 1977 and the last bill received liy the 
State was In .January 20. 1977 for the month of September 1976. The lack 
of current billing placed the Minnesota Department of Transportation in a 
very awkward position before the State Legislature as we requestetl additional 
moneys to continue funding tlie train. The Department's first meeting with 
Amtrak personnel began a saga of unfulfilled expectations. To improve rider- 
ship on the Arrowhead, which was averaging 3.400 passengers per month in 
1976, the schedule was changed which permitted early moniing departures from 
the Twin Cities instead of Duluth. The schedule changed occurretl on Febru- 
ary 1,5, 1977. AmFleet equipment had been promised for the February change, 
but due to the problems resulting from the severe winter, the date was changed 
to March 15, 1977. No equipment was forthcoming. Promises were again made 
in June 1977 for delivery of .\mFleet cars by October 1977. This date has 
later slipped to January 1978. Now it is very possible that AmFleet equipment 
will never appear on the run to Duluth. Paradoxically, the increased patronage, 
presently an average of 7.500 passengers per month, would overtax the three 
to four AmFleet cars to be assigned to the Arrowhead run. Since Amtrak 
cannot provide adequate locomotive power for additional AmFleet cars, con- 
ventional equipment will have to be used to meet the Increased ridership 
demands. If AmFleet eiiuipnient were used, then many people would be required 
to stand the 150 miles. 

Minnesota's biggest concern has been in the area of cost allocated to the 
State by Amtrak and Amtrak's billing procedure. Since the inception of the 
contract in April 1975, Minnesota has been billed up through June 1977 $856,860. 
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In March 1977 we sent our auditor to Washington to review the billing. The 
review at that point indicated tJiat previous billings were based on Amtrak's 
allocation methods and not necessarily on railroad costs as hiUpd by the Railroad 
Company, in particular, the Burlington-Northern. Apparently, it was not until 
September 1976 that Amtralc began using actual Burlington-Xorthern billingB. 
Our audit showed that it was not clear whether we should be charged for 
certain expense items that were being allocated to us by Amtrak. The adoption 
by the Amtrak Board of Directors of a definition of "solely related costs" 
in relation to the 403(b) service did not satisfy our concerns on the cost 
allocation i.ssue. In our minds Amtrak's definition of solely related cost simply 
justifies their practice of allocating the cost of an entire system to the individual 
trains by train miles per number of train trips. 

Our most irksome problem has been the four month delay in receiving 
bills from Amtrak. As mentioned previously, it is extremely difficult to request 
additional moneys from a Legislature, State or National, when you are unable 
to give them a complete picture of how much has been expended. In February 
and again in April, Amtrak promised to bill on a more current basis. The 
argument used by Amtrak for the delay was twofold. First, the Railroad 
delayed a.s long as ninety days before sending a bill. Secondly, a new billing 
system ba.sed on solely related cost was lieing implemented. In checking with the 
Burlington-Northern it was determined that the B-N sends its bills to Amtrak 
within thirty to forty-five days from the end of the month. Our latest corre- 
spondence from Amtrak indicated that the billing system is still not fully 
operational. The bills for May and June 1977 were finally rendered on Septem- 
ber 30. 1977. These billings came only after i)ersistent attempts to have the 
situation resolved. These delays prevent Minnesota from adequately assessing 
the Arrowhead service. One of the mandates we received from the Legislature 
is to prepare a report relating to ridership and costs for the Arrowhead and by 
.lanuary 1, 1978. It is hoped that Amtrak will keep its promise to bill more 
currently, thus giving the State adequate time to analyze the information. 
The uncertainty of the financial picture has made Minnesota little more than 
check writers. At one point we liecame so frustrate*! that we requested that 
Amtrak send us estimated billing for the mojiths of February through .Tune 1977. 
When we receive<l actual billings for the months of February and March, the 
estimates varied by a.s much as $24,000. Needless to say, we did not pay on 
the estimated Amtrak bills. We have also experienced diflBcultles in obtaining 
correct ridership information from Amtrak. In our preparation for the report 
to the Legislature we have worked with at least three different sets of ridership 
figures. 

Unfulfilled expectations relating to equipment availability, up-to-date billings, 
accurate ridership figures, and a reasonable explanation of the cost allocations 
.system present a picture of inept administration, particularly in relation to 
the 403(b) service. If time is supposed to solve Amtrak's difficulties, one questions 
how much time is needed. Six months, one year, two years—the impediments 
experienced by the Minnesota Department of Tran.siwrtation were expressetl by 
our predecessor, the Department of Public Service. It is very difficult to say 
that an additional six months or year will cure the hard core problems of 
Amtrak. The critical cash flow straits of Amtrak as widely publicized by the 
media are not solved by being four months behind on billings. 

Certainly, the 403(b) service operated in conjunction with the various states 
is a small portion of the total National Railroad Passenger Coriwration picture. 
However, it i.s important in demonstrating that a state has made a strong com- 
mitment to rail pa.s.senger .service and wants to see that service flourish. The 
service cannot and will not survive a lack of interest by Amtrak through 
Inadequate managerial and administrative responsibility. As 403(b) states, 
we have a right to demand and expect adept and Intelligent management from 
Amtrak. 

Second. Minnesota is al.so part of the National Rail Passeneer Service system 
designated by Amtrak. At the present time we have two trains that serve the 
Twin Cities and .seven communities witliin Minnesota, the Empire Builder and 
the North Coast Hiawatha. Between .January and May 1977 almost 55.(X)0 people 
boarded these trains. These trains originate in Chicago and go to Seattle. While 
we are aware that we have no control over the destiny of the National system, 
we feel that the states .should at least be informed of Amtrak's intentions re- 
earding tlie service. The State of Minnesota was not Informed until after the 
service retluetions were announced by Amtrak on the Empire Builder and the 
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North Coast Hiawatha. The lack of li«lng informed was certainly Important, but 
even more imijortant was the fact that Auitrak did not botlier to contact Minne- 
sbta or any of tlie citlzeiiH of Minnesota regarding the need to reduce Amtrak 
sen-ice. We had no idea that .service was going to be cut, if we had been able 
to take a look at the proi)Osed reductions or to liave a hand in reviewing the 
criteria for reducing tlie service, perhaps we could have suggested changes for 
helping to increase patronage. Also, rate increases have been unilateral decisions 
by Amtrak. Tlie State of Minnesota is not looking to run Amtrak operations, but 
since a train does go across our state and is used by the citizens of that State, 
we feel that we ought to know what the intentions of Amtrak will be in the 
future. 

We would like to see long haul train service in Minnesota and we are willing 
to work closely with Anorak to see that patronage increase and tliat the people 
of Minnesota are made more aware of the rail pas.senger service that pas.ses 
through our State. At the present time Amtrak Is liuilding a new station in St. 
Paul, Minnesota. This station is lieing l)uilt througli the co-operation of the 
people of St. Paul. We suggest that Amtrak try to solicit the co-operation of the 
State in otlier areas. In the rail freight business the person who is shipping the 
commodity has a great deal n^say over how tliat commodity mtwes. He can help 
determine the rate, he selects tlie route, and he assumes responsiliilities in see- 
ing that the shipment is ready for the train on time. Amtrak has not adopted 
this attitude. It says it runs the railroads, it determines the rate, it determines 
the routes, and in essence, the pas.senger plays the game Amtrak's way. Un- 
fortunately, tills attitude cannot be adopte<l by a corporation that is being 
funded primarily from the Federal taxpayers' dollar. It is the Federal taxpayer 
who makes up the ridership on Amtrak. 

This .statement has attempted to address two areas of the State of Minnesota's 
relatinnsliip with Amtrak on 403(b) service between the Twin Cities and Duluth. 
and tlie long haul train servic-e tliat traverses the State of Minnesota. Each 
situation has unique problems, liut each .situation has a i)eculiar commonality, 
the unwiilingne.ss and apparent inaliility of Amtrak to deliver an efficient, ef- 
fective and reasonably charged rail pa.ssenger service to tlie citizens of Minnesota. 

Mr. RooxEY. Thank you, Ms. Alston. 
Tlie committee's concern is about the continuing problem of the 

lack of communication and the irresponsibility on the part of Amtrak 
in keeping its agreements. 

At this time lias any AmFlect equipment been introduced on the 
line? 

Ms. ALSTfiN. Not on the Arrowhead run, sir. We have had a prom- 
ise that there will be some AmFlcet equipment on the long haul trains, 
but I have not checked to see if they have been introduced. They were 
supposed to come, I believe, October 8 or 9. 

>Ir. RooNKY. What type of explanation has been given for the 
delay ? 

Ms. ALSTON-. Tlie explanation, generally, on the Arrowhead is the 
unavailability of the equipment due to this equipment being tised in 
other services throughout the country. 

Mr. RooxEv. In your .statement you indicated a need for increased 
input conceniing services and rates. I wonder if you might tell this 
committee how this can l>e implemented. 

Ms. A1.STOX. I think particularly in i-elation to services it would 
behoove the State and Amtrak to work together to detomiine what 
kind of travel patterns the people are using who want to use rail 
service. 

We could work tocetlier and ])iovide this type of information to 
get a good picture of where people want to go and wlien they want 
to get there, to see if the-^ two elements could dovetail into the na- 
tional system, and our Arrowhead svstem. 
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Mr. RooNEY. Thank you very mucli, Ms. Alston. That was a very 
fine statement. 

STATEMENT OF G. E. GRAY, ACTING CHIEF, DIVISION OF MASS 
TRANSPORTATION, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANS- 
PORTATION 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to speak to- 
day before the committee. 

I wish to submit a revised statement to the subcommittee and also 
some supplemental infomiation. 

Sitting here for the last 2 days, there is so nuich that has come to 
mind that could be saitl that I don't know where to start and where to 
end. 

In California, we have conducted some three surveys on the 403(b) 
sei-vice that we have between Los Angeles and San Diego. We have 
probably 6.000 samples representing the 68(),0(K) paascngers we have 
carried in the last ye^ir, which I thLnik is a pretty good re[)rcsentation 
of the feelings of the customei-s. 

Generally, the ridership is enthusiastic about the equipment and 
the service has been improving continually. 

I do not agree with tlie bus advocates that there is not a market— 
there is a markets—for both service^s. 

California is a little bit unique in that we are not only providing 
403(b) services on certain trains lietween Los Angeles and San Diego; 
we also have asked for additional service between Sacramento and San 
Diego. We have provided fimds to retain the daily service of the San 
Joaqiiin wliich was threatened with a cut-back. 

Actually, in California right now we have had no cut-backs. This 
was not done under 403(b). It was done by furnishing money to offset 
the actual out-of-pocket expenses to Amtrak and the San Joaquin 
service is still nmning every day. We have indicated that we can't 
do that indifinitely, and that Amtrak is going to liave to try to elimi- 
nate some labor problems that exi.st and to look into the possibilty of 
extending the service down to IJOS Angeles so that it has a more viable 
market. 

We have also constructed an Amtrak-Bart station at Richmond, 
Calif., where people can go from Amtrak directly to Bart and get 
better service in the whole San Francisco area. This was done, ex- 
cept for $.50,000 in matching money from Amtrak, with almost a $1 
million in State funds. 

AVe have earmarked over half a million dollai-s to inn)rove stations 
between San Francisco and Sacramento and between Los Angeles and 
San Diego. The improvements are actually underway now lietween 
Sacramento and San Francisco on a 50-50 basis with Amtrak. 

We have provided funds for additional bus feeder service and we 
intend to stiirt a bus connector between Sacramento and Sto<'kton on 
the 28th of this month that will coincide witli the opening of the 
Richmond-Bart cross-platform station that I mentioned earlier. 

The legislature has authorized some $9 million per year for (and 
the amount of money is flexible IVecause of the way funds are derived) 
intermo<lai station construction. We assume that this will include some 
Amtrak .stations. 
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The city of FiiUerton. along with the State of California, is work- 
ing; together witli Amtrak to provide a new station there. 

The county of San Dii^go is planning to reconstruct the station at 
Del Mar. The city of Anaheim, using some State funds, has proposed 
building a new Amtrak station. 

You can see that throughout the State, local government and 
State government, and vou heard earlier from Los Angeles County, 
feel they have a commitment toward Amtrak-type services. 

We do that with the realization that although we have a little 
over 10 percent of the Nation's population and pay somewhat around 
12 percent of the Federal taxes, we are probably only getting ;5 per- 
cent of Amtrak's resources paid into California. 

We agree with a number of the things that have been said earlier, 
so I won't dwell on them: that is, the problems of the single train 
and the expenses that they incur. 

Our studies indicate that if you start an Amtrak service it costs 
about $20 per train-mile for the first train. The second train in the 
same corridor will cost somewhere around $11. the third train some- 
where around $9. 

So the more trains you add, the less the costs per train-mile. If 
you can get your ridership to match that, you can come up with a 
pretty viable service. 

In the r^)s Angeles-San Diego corridor we are actually meeting 
the above-track-cost now. in fact exceeding those Mr. Keistrup testi- 
fied to earlier. 

We do advertising at State expense in California. We stopped ad- 
vertising this last summer because we felt we could not meet the 
market with the train service and the equipment that we had available. 

We have found that Amtrak is approachable. 
I am very .surprised to hear the States .saying that they have never 

received a letter from Amtrak. I wonder if they ever wrote a letter 
to Amtrak. AVo have no trouble in communicating. We have had 
trouble agreeing on things. We have a lot of the problems that were 
indicated in the previous testimony, b\it to this jxiint. we have been 
able to work things out through discussions; and I hope that they 
continue that way. 

And a little bit aside, we have set up a meeting in Sacramento 
to work with the county of Los Angeles people to look into the prob- 
lems of the so-called Baxter Waid train. Hopefully we will be able 
to come up with a presentation to Amtrak that will be acceptable 
to all tliree parties. 

It is interesting, however, because Mi\ Reistrup indicated this would 
lie done on above-rail-costs, so. California will be involved in work- 
ing with Amtrak on three different funding bases: 40.'}(b) service, 
wliich we agree with the otiier States, is not being handled properly 
by Amtrak: we will be paying on the basis that we are on the San 
Joaquin. the actual out-of-jiocket expenses, tiie amount of money 
Amtrak would lose if they kept on with tlie T-dav-a-week service in- 
stead of the 4-day-a-weok: ami we will be paying on the basis of 
above-rail-costs—^threc different services, three dill'erent systems for 
determining costs. 

An aside again, on the costs on the I^os Angeles-San Diego, for in- 
itance, those trains are not on a reserve seat basis. However, Cali- 
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forr.ia is paj'injr part of tlie cost of the reservation system that is 
set up nationally for Anitrak based on the way that Amtrak figures 
their billino;. We fee! that in the first (J months of the 403(b) service, 
we have generated over a million dollars of additional income for 
Amtrak at the cost of some, I think, $(iOO,000 in State funds for shar- 
ing half of the costs. This results from increased ridei-ship and dif- 
fusing the overhead cost over more train-miles of service. 

We feel that there is a tremendous potential for improving patron- 
age. We have been working with Amtrak to impi-ove the on-board 
services, to monitor the train op'^rations, and to improve the track, as 
was stated earlier. We have .some $2 million for improving tracks 
between Los Angeles and San Diego. 

Considering all these problems, we support the Michigan statement 
concerning the need for a study. 

We support restoring necessjiry operating funds to bring them 
back to the place where they were before recent cuts, realizing that 
you destroy your market if you ti-uncate the service. We do this with 
the realization that we have had no cutbacks in California because 
we have underwritten the cost of meeting that service goal. 

Wc feel then' is a need for a clear congressional commitment to 
the State 403(b) types of service. We feel that there i'^ a difference 
in interpretation between what we feel is the intent of the Congress 
and the interpretation of Amtrak on how the billing should be done. 

There is proposed legislation in connection with my testimony 
wliich basically would set up a fund of money for Amtrak to use 
only in 403(b) services and only to paj' for the difference between 
solely related cost and the incremental above-rail-type costs. 

In other words, to try to put it so that there is encouragement for 
Anitrak is to bill the States on the basis of a smaller amount of money 
rathei' than a bigger amount of money, which is the pi-esent tendency. 

In sununary. California feels that Amtrak needs help financially 
and through legislative guidance. They need some improvement in 
their woiking relationship with the railroads and reduction of some 
of the rules that inhibit their services and so forth. 

They need time to put new equipment into operation, to work out 
their internal organization, and to improve on-board services. 

But above all. they need tlie cooperation of all of us. and it has 
to be reciprocated on their part. We are willing to put up our share 
of the dollars, the time, and the effort to work with them to improve 
rail passenger services. 

[Mr. Gray's prepared statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF G. E. GRAY, ACTING CHIEF, DIVISION OF MASS TRANSPORTATION, 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Tlie SKite of California recogiiizes the neefl for retention and expansion of rail 
passeiiser service, liotli regionally and nntionally. 

The California LeRislatni-e and the Governor have demonstrated their Interest 
in developing improved rail passenger service by passing legislation containing 
o^er $15 iniliiim to improve intercity pnblip transportation. We have converted 
these concerns into actions snch as: 

I. Sponsoring through Section 403b the addition of fonr of the present ten 
"San Diegan" trains whicli openite daily between Los .\ngeles and San Diego. We 
are pleasetl that ridership on the line is presently at a 681.000 annual level, as 
C()mi)ared to 389,000 when we l>egan the program last September 1. 
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2. Providing funds to retain daily service on the "San Joaquln", Amtralc's Oak- 
land-Baliersfield train. Pending correcUon of an inefficient crewing agreement, 
we are considering extension of tliis \allc.v train to I.os Angeles and San Diego. 

3. Con.stnicfion of a .station in Richmond. California which links the BART 
sy.stem—rarrjing over 130.000 daily riders—with Amtrak trains to Seattle. Port- 
land, Cliicago, Denver, Sacramento, Fresno. Los Angeles and Sau Diego. This 
facility, which will lie ojieneU later this month, was built almost entirely with 
State funds. 

4. The State lias earniarke<l a lialf a million dollars to improve stations in the 
San Francisco/Sacramento and Los Angelcs/San Diego corridors. 

5. Providing $650,000 in additional funds for bus feeder ser\-ice in support of 
Amtrak. 

6. The Legislature has authorized in excess of $9 million in funds for Inter- 
modal station construction. This may include proposed Amtrak stations in the 
San Fernando Valley north of Los Angeles and at the Oakland Coll.seum. (This 
latter station would provide an additional location for passenger interchange with 
BART.) 

AVe have carried out this program with the full awareness that Congress has 
yet to fully recognize the rail passenger service potential in California. Although 
Califoniia has over 10 percent of the Nation's population and pays almost 12 
percent of Federal taxes, only about 3 percent of ^Untrak's resources are nllocated 
to Cnlifo-nia .sT'ice. 

We are making commitments to development of passenger rail services which 
are not being su.stained at the national level. The national system of passenger 
trains gives an inadequate level of serrice to Califoniia u.sable only by vaca- 
tioners and the retiretl. While this may have been in the name of economy, we 
question the economy of maintaining facilities and station personnel where they 
serve only one train a day. 

A single train a day costs nearly as much to provide as a frequent, convenient 
service. Our experience with the San Dlegans has shown us that five trains dally 
each direction are more economical to provide than three daily. We e.stimate that 
the first six mouths of additional service alone save Amtrak over half a million 
dollars. These savings come from two .sources: spreading fixed costs over addi- 
tional service miles resulted in reduced cost per train-mile and also new revenues 
were generated because more passengers were attracteil to Amtrak's existing 
trains liy the increased quality of service. 

We are not happy about Amtrak's method of calculating costs for 403b .service. 
The State was not credited with the new pas.sengers attracted to the San Diego 
.service, nor the lower train-mile costs achieved. We were charge<l $50,000 per 
month which includes funds for ()|)erating stations which Amtrak would have had 
to operate for even the first train on the line. In total, Amtrak was able to lower 
Us commitment in California by nearly a million dollars in a 6-month period. 
We are happy that their Los Angeles-San Diego corridor deficit was so sharply 
reduced. Imt would have preferred that the savings be put buck into further im- 
provement of California services since our fimds spawned this savings. Instead, 
our sncces.ses made it po.ssible for Amtrak to subsidize less economical .services 
el.sewhere in the country. We believe Congress should work with Amtrak b.v not 
adding to Amtrak's route milt's, but instead start adding to its frequently of 
service in e«tablifihed corridors. 

Th San Diegans showed us that more frequent service will give rail a slgnfi- 
cantly better market share, take cars off our overcrowded highways (47 percent 
of -our riders used to drive), and make use of Amtrak feasible for business trips. 
(26 percent of San Diegan trips are bu.sines.s-related.) It's not possible to attract 
tlie-o market segments with a sparse, .slngle-traiii-a-day service. 

We believe that the .same patronage Increases and reduction of costs will oocnr 
when we make Amtrak .service on other California routes more frequent. The 
Coast Starlight, which carrietl J80,()00 riders in the pasrt 12 months, is Amtrak's 
only train connef:ting Northern and Southern California. Bccau.se the Starlight 
ran at its maximum capacity—18 cars—much of the last year, and still has to 
tuni away passengers, California has propfised adding a 403b train along its route 
by extending one of the San Diegans overnight to the Bay Area and Sacramento. 

We l>elieve Amtrak has been making considerable progress in the face of con- 
siderable obstacles. 

It is dependent u|)on the railroad over which It oi>erates and cannot control 
on-time tjerfomiance—even with their incentive contracts. 
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It is forced to operate with a fireman on each train, a practice the railroads 
were allowed to discontinue ovtr 10 years ago. 

It has to nl)ide by the 10l)-niile-i)or-duy oi>erating level. This work rule makes 
l)renk-pven oin'ration virtually imiK>S!>il)le. 

CVmsiderinK these iirohlenis. California recommends: 
a. Sui>i)ort of restoring the necessary oijerating ftinds to reinstate servicea 

recently cancelle<l or cut back. Anitrak received no emergency funding to cope 
with la.'<t winter's di.siisters—altliough liigliway and air modes did. We need to 
keep Amtrak's basic .system viable. 

b. A clear Congressional commitment that State 403b billlnps are ba.sed on 
incremental costs only. We proiwse that funds also be allocated to cover Amtrak's 
costs for 403b .lerv'iccs so that the tendency isn't to load tlie inai>proi(riate costs 
onto the states. Suggested legislation for this is attaclnfi. 

c. A review l>y Congress of Amtrak's work rules, railroad l)illings of Amtrak, 
and tlie relative Cfwts of oiJerating one or many trains on a particular route, to 
identify means to retluce costs per train-mile. It is only by in-depth review of 
these costs that Congre.ss will be able to identify a cost-effective direction for 
sustenance of rail i)as.senger service. 

Section 4(«(d) of the National Rail Passenger Service Act (Pub. L. 5)1-518) 
is added and reads: 

"403(d) (1) Under this section funds shall be made available to offset the costs 
for providing rail jjassenger service providwl under agn-ement witli the several 
.states and sliall cover only those costs categorize<l as the difference between fully 
allocated costs and solely related costs for providing serN'ice under agreements 
with tlie several states as covered under section 403(b) of the National Rail 
Passenger Serv'ice Act of 1970 as emended. 

"(2) Tliere is authorizetl to be approprlate<l to finance this .section $.30,000,000 
for the fi.scal year ending September 30, li»7!): $35,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30. 19K0 and $40,000,000 for the fi.scal year ending 
Septemt)er 30, 1981." 

Ml'. R(X)NEY. Thank you vpi-j- imicli, Mr. Gray, for that very fine 
statement. 

Obvion.sly, tlic State of California is doing a very fine job of taking 
advantapp of what Coiiirro-ss has authorized Anitrak to do. Yon must 
be ver>' pleased with that que.stion that I directed to Mr. Reistrup 
today from Confrrevssinan Van Deerlin to add another line from San 
Diepo to Los Angeles. 

Will won have any trouble working that out with Amtrak? 
ilr. GR.\Y. Time will tell. There are problems with the tyj^e of 

equipment that will be oi)erating. AVe are interested in improving the 
senice in that corridor. We want to do it on an incremental Irasis. 

^fv fii-st aim is to .<ret tlie bathrooms smelling good, and thev don't 
on that line. The slation.s are in pretty bad shape. I really doiiH want 
to attract too much rider.ship until we can provide a high level of 
service. I hope we can do these things together. 

ifr. RooNEY. Are you in disagreement with what Mr. Ring had to 
say? 

yiv. GRAY. Xot in disagreement. 
]Mr. RooNF.Y. He wanted to start that service tomorrow. 
Mr. GRAY. Yes. Tt won't start tomon-ow. We are working with Am- 

trak, and I think it is a matter of majbc '2 or 3 months ratlier than 
tomorrow. 

Mr. RfxiNEY. Aside from your concern over the section 403(b) 
services, do you Ix'lieve that the Rail Pa.s.-<enger Senice Act should be 
amended to give Amtnik more independence providing services to the 
States? 

Mr. GRAY. Services to the States? 
Mr. RooNEY. Right. 
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Mr. GRAY. Yes. I think wp can work very well togrether. You havent 
before had a clear case of where the modes are serving the same corri- 
dor and why the States were interested in rail senice. The Los An- 
geles-San Diego corridor is rather unique in that there is a lot of land 
there., but it pretty well used up or conti-oUed by the military. 

My interest in rail service actually started 8 years ago in San Diego 
when I was in charge of planning in the southern end of the State. 
We were looking for an alternative freeway location—through Camp 
Pendleton a major Marine base, or through San Clemente. and simi- 
lar areas. 

Realizing the objections of the military and so forth, there was no 
obvious location. 

We looked at other alternatives. The State then conducted a corridor 
study in the Ivos Angele.s-San Diego corridor, looked at air improve- 
ment, looked at bus imi)iT)vement, and looked at plans that included 
both additional bus and air sei'vice. Air travel is very cheap in Califor- 
nia, about half the fare paid on the east coast per mile of travel. 

We feel that costs will go up with energy problems and congestion 
on the airfields. 

We haAe decided to use some of the increased capacity on the rail 
as an alternative. Even though the number of passengers is very 
small in that corridor, still I think we are carrving somewhere around 
4 percent of the movement lx»tween the two cities. The ix)tential and 
the capacity is there for a great deal moie at very little cost. Once we 
have the track improved and have the facilities at both ends, you can 
add another train and it does not cost you very nuich. 

If we had to build another freeway in that corridor, which is the 
alternative, the cost literally would be billions of dollars. 

Mr. RooNKY. I have no further (juestions. 
Does Mr. Malloy have any questions? 
Mr. MAIXOY. NO, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Ei.Kixs. Mr. Chairman, could I make two brief statements in 

conclusion. 
In Mr. Reistrup's concluding part of his statement, on ])age 1.5, he 

calls for a cooperative effort; if the system is to be shnmk, to do it 
jointly. We don't disagree witli that, but we feel the way it is worded 
it is i-ort of .symbolizes the problem we feel exists with Amtrak. He 
mentioned it should be cooperative between the administration and 
the Congress. Nowhere does the word "State" app;>ar in the statement 
at any time. We feel that Mr. Gray's testimony today points out the 
great length to which the State of California has gone. Commissioner 
Ilennessey. Mr. Barwis, Ms. Alston, are just tyjiical of four States 
that have gone a long way to help .\.mtruk. We feel at the verv mini- 
mum in any restructuring that the States are there ready to help. We 
are deeply concerned that nowhere in that statement did the word 
"State" appear. 

In conclusion, the word "study" has come up many times. If any 
study is done by the committee, by Congress, we stand ready to take 
every available resource, including financial resources, and work with 
the counnittee to make the most meaningful stiuly in the most objective 
way to determine what the course of rail passenger service should be 
in tliis country. 
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We {!:reatly appreciate the opportunity. We feel the sohitions are 
going to come from the action that has been clone by the committee. 
Thank you. 

Mr. EooxEY. Thank you, Mr. Elkins. 
As the deputy director of the National Conference of State Railway 

Officials, I hope you will stay in close contact with the committee 
becsiuse there were a lot of promises made liere by Mr. Roistiiip and 
his colleagues today, and I want to assure you the intention of this 
committee to follow up on the coopei-ation he suggests he is going to 
give the various States. 

Mr. ELKIN. Thank you. 
Mr. RtxjNEY. That concludes our hearing. 
[The following statements and letter were received for the record:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. CHALMERS P. WTLIE, A REPBESENTATIVE IN CONOBESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OHIO, ON BEHALF OF THE OHIO RAIL TBANSPORTATION AI'THOBITY 

Central Oliio, especially the Columbus aud Da.vton area.«, is in the hulj and 
the heartland of tliese I'nlted States. Over .">0 percent of the Nation's population 
live.s within a 500 mile radius of central Ohio. It would seem reasonable to be- 
lieve that any railroad could and should operate successfully in this area. 

It Is imperative that the situation in the State of Ohio regarding Amtrak serv- 
ice l)e made clear as the Committee deliberates on Amtriik's request for a $.56 
million supplemental appropriation. 

For the past six months, the Oliio Rail Transportation Authority has attempted 
to negotiate a cliange in Amtralc's decision to reroute the National Limited. In 
the rerouting plan, Amtrak completely abandons Dayton link would make It the 
largest metrojiolitan area in tlie United States witliout rail passenger service. 
The Ohio RTA has attempted in every way possible to liring the principals 
together to negotiate some other arrangement wliicli will avoid disastrous effects 
for central Ohio. Amtrak has done little except to indicate that tliey "will go 
where Conrail goes." So far. there has been no attempt by Amtrak to alter its 
decision to abandon Dayton. 

Rerouting the National Ijimlted away from Dayton. Ohio seem.s irreconcilable 
both with tlie principles of good business operations and Aratrak's just released 
five year plan. By its own admission, Amtrak will lose more than .$500,000.00 in 
gross revenues with the lo.ss of the stops at Dayton and Richmond, Indiana. 
In addition, dei>end!ilile and greatly increasing ridership would lie lost. Histori- 
cally, once ridershi]) Is lost, it is most difficult if not impossible to recapture. In 
a July 12. 1077 letter to Oliio RT.\'s Executive Director. Nat Simons, Amtrak 
forecasts a ridership increase of almost 400 percent as the results of recently 
phfing Dnvtnn on a davlitrht .schedule. 

The facts indicate that the National Limited route is an important route. 
It is a healthy route. It is a route important to the Dayton Metropolitan area 
and to the entire State of Ohio. The Amtrak five year plan released .iust before 
this hearing and widely reported in the press, .shows that Amtrak thinks that 
the .National Limited is an important route. Why then would Amtrak discon- 
tinue service to Dayton in November 1077 when within five years it plans to have 
the new train serving Columbus, Cincinnati and Dayton as called for in the 
United States Rail A.ssociatlon Final System Plan. 

Not only has Amtrak decided to liypa.ss Dayton, but there are al.so plans 
to reduce service from daily service to three day-a-week operations. IIow in- 
congruous to both omit cities and to reduce services so drastically while 
approaching Congress for $.56 million in supplemental appropriations in order 
to maintain service! More incongruous yet is Amtrak's five year plan. This 
plan presents a rosy picture of growth with upgraded and increased service. 
The truth of the Amtrak matter in Ohio is far different. The five year plan 
i.» Amtrak's "wish list", according to one Amtrak Official, Mr. Joe Vranich. 

It is es.sential that this committee not be misled by a "wish list". The Com- 
mittee should also understand the realities in the State of Ohio. What is real is 
that on November 1st, Dayton, Ohio stands to become the largest metropolitan 
area in the United States without rail passenger service. What is real, is that 
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when ridership in Dayton and Richmond Is lost, it wlU he almost impoesible to 
recapture. What is real is that present Amtrak iilans call for reducing seven 
day service to tliree day service weelcly. 

For these reasons, I wish the record to show that I oppose any change—any 
change in the current operations of the National Limited. 

STATEMENT OF JULIAN M. CARBOLL, GOVEBNOB, COMMONWEALTH OF KENTCCKT 

The Coninionwealth of Kentucky is pleased to lie afforded the opportunity to 
provide testimony to the Sul)-(?ommittee on Transportation and rommerce. 
Chaired by Representative Fred B. Rooney, of Kentucky's neighl)or state. AVest 
Virginia. The Oversight Hearings on Amtrak are indeed welcomed by the 
Commonwealth as a moans of focusing attention on a sorely neglected portion 
of nationwide—and statewide—rail planning: pas.senger service. 

Under the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform f"4R") Act of 
1976, the nation and the states liave been afforded tlie opportunity to work 
closely with the U.S. Department of Transportation and the Federal Railroad 
Administration in formulating a policy and implementation programs designed 
to produce a viable and profitable rail freight system. At present, no similar 
program exists for the preparation of comparable systems plans for rail pas- 
senger services. 

The National Railroad Pas.senger Corporation, more commonly known as 
Amtrak, has been the sole operator and manager of passenger rail move- 
ment in the United States for slightly over five years. In tliose five years the 
Commonwealth has received many Amtrak press releases and several 
Amtrak Annual Reports and similar publications. However, the Common- 
wealth officials have never been visited by Amtrak officials, nor have they 
been invited to participate with Amtrak in devising schedules or other activi- 
ties involving localized impacts of the three passenger rail routes presently 
operative in Kentucky. 

As of this time, the Commonwealth is pre;iaring a i>n>sentatiiin for the up- 
coming (October 25. 1977) public hearing on "The Floridian". the pass?nger 
train in the Chicago-Miami corridor which serves Kentucky's liirgest city. I/mis- 
villc, and several major and minor population and tourist centers south of Louis- 
ville, particularly Bowling Oreen. The C(mimon\veaItli is please<l that the Board 
of the National Railroad Pa.s'.senger Corporation has chosen to hold Ptiblic 
Hearings on "The Floridian" rather than ele<'ting to receive only commentary of 
interested parties. However, we believe that the respective st.ste departments 
lnvolve<l In this matter could have responded in a more iiroductive fashion 
had they been given the opportunity to work with tie Amtrak planners and 
policy-makers before the alternative proiKtsals were develo;)ed rather than on 
a de facto basis. 

It is the opinion of the Commonwealth of Kentucky that Amtrak does not 
need more time or money to effectively provide long-haul passenger servlee of 
a substantially up-grndfd nature from present service. 

What is needed Is a well developed and coordinated irollcy planning program 
that will allow State participation in passenger rail transiiortation develofn 
ment. This jjrogram should be .similar in scope to the provisions of the JR Act 
so that total transportation services cnii be provided—even within an individual 
mode of operations. 

The states in tho.se geographical locations such as Kentucky do not want to 
lose passencer rail .service at the expense of providing passenger rail service 
only for high-density rail corridors. The intent of the legislation establishing 
Amtrak was to provide pnssene-er service nationwide, not just to provide 
specialized service for a few geographical areas. 

The Commonwealth of Kentucky, therefore, wishes to Impress upon the es- 
teemed Members of Congress, whether participating in tlu»se Hearings or not, 
the following i>oints about the states' relationship with Amtrak. 

1. It Is not only important, but a n(><'essjiry pirt of the development of a Total 
Transportation System—both state and national—to have approT)riate menns 
for a clo.se working relationship between the states and Amtrak. It is particu- 
larly important at the pre-planning and policy identification level before any 
action is taken to solidify a particular service proposal. 



309 

2. It is not only important, but a necesnity. to upgrade passenger services in 
service quality, scheduling and equipment. Coordination of Amtrak, FRA and 
State Rail Planning and systems programming can affect the necessary roadbed 
and other rehabilitation needs that can produce vial)le passenger service. 

3. Finally, it is the opinion of the ("ommonwealth of Kentucky tliat if the 
proiier vehiele(s) for developing planned, coordinated passenger rail service 
through mutual, rather than unilateral, activities can be provided by the Con- 
gress. It then follows that the ways and means for making Amtrak a paying 
proposition can be found. While this is not to say that fe<leral subsidies to 
Amtrak can lie cancelled, it is the Commonwenltli's opinion that the needed 
subsidies can be minimized. To accomplish this goal, joint action. local marketing 
and effective scheduling are vital necessities. 

Again, the Commonwealth of Kentucky wishes to thank the Sub-Committee for 
the opportunity to share their opinions. 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD D. LAMM, GOVTERNOB, STATE OF COLOKADO 

According to the 1970 Census, Colorado has 17 urban places (5,000-50,000 
population) and four urbanized areas (over 50,000 population). Only five of 
the 17 urban places and only one urbanized area (Denver) have Amtrak 
service. The urbanized areas of Colorado Springs (250,000 population). Pueblo 
(120,000 population) and Boulder (75,000 population), all within a 110 mile 
radius of Denver, are not served by Amtrak. 

Two Amtrak lines pa.ss through Colorado daily. The San Francisco Zephyr, 
Trains 5 and 6, pass through Northeastern Colorado and serve Denver plus 
two urban places in the State. The Southwest Limited, Trains S and 4, pass 
through Southeastern Colorado and serve three urban places in the State, but 
no urbanized areas. 

The San Francisco Zephyr line connects Chicago, Illinois and Oakland, Cali- 
fornia. The Southwest Limited line connects Chicago, Illinois and Los Angeles, 
California. Both lines are over 2,200 miles long. Yet there is no north-south 
connection between these lines east of IJOS Angeles or Oakland. This means 
major cities on <me line have no Amtrak connections to major cities on the 
other line without l)eing routed through Chicago or along the West Coast. This 
condition in itself should be considered a national concern. 

We in Colorado feel Amtrak has a vital role in the transportation of 
people on a regional basis and a lesser role in the long-haul or semi-trans- 
continental transportation of people. Accordingly, long routes, such as the 
Chicago-West Coast route.s, should be designed to provide regional service as 
well as trans-continental service with the primary emphasis on regional service. 

The regional service provided by the San Francisco Zephyr and by the South- 
west liimited could be vastly improved simply by alternating one half of the 
routing of each train. Examples of how this would work are as follows: 

Train 5 departing Chicago could be routed on its regular routing to Denver, 
then south on a line not .serve<l l)y Amtrak to Trinidad, then along the routing 
of Train 3 to Los Angeles. 

Train 3 departing Chicago could be routed on Its regular routing to La Junta, 
then north to Denver, then along the routing of Train 5 to Oakland. 

Train 6 departing Oakland could be routed on its regular routing to Denver, 
then south to La Junta, then along the routing of Train 4 to Chicago. 

Train 4 departing Los Angeles could be routed on its regular routing to Trini- 
dad, then north to Denver, then along the routing of Train 6 to Chicago. 

The alternate routing between Chicago iiud Oakland is less than lijO miles 
longer than the present routing. Tlie alternate routing iH'tween ('hicago and Los 
Angeles is less than M miles longer than the present routing. Regional service 
would be improved l>ecause there would l>e two trains each direction providing 
daily service between Ihe two east-west lines at a ixiint upproixmately mid-way 
between Chicago and the West Coast. Connections between cities on one line 
and cities on the other line would become available. The iirbanized areas of 
Colorado Sjjrings and I'uel)lo would be adde<l to the Amtrak network and 
would receive morning and evening connections to Denver and otiier points on 
both trun.s-continental lines. This proposal will require no new trains and will 
add less than 4% to the number of miles of the present operation. Cities pres- 
ently receiving daily Amtrak service will continue to receive that service. 
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We in Colorado are very concerned about the transportation of people along 
the Front Kange between Denver, Colorado Springs and Pueblo. There are 
several airline flights between Denver and Colorado Springs with a verj- few 
of the flights continuing on to l'uel)lo. However, these short trips are no more 
suited to air carrier service than are trans-continental trips to Amtrak. 

Tlie three major cities in Colorado are connected by a four-lane interstate 
highway. A recent transportation study conducted by tlie DeiMirtment of High- 
wny.s indicates the highway is now ovx'ratiug at design caiJacity. This study 
projects a tripling of person trip's lietween the metropolitan areas of Denver 
and Colorado Springs by the year 2000. The existing interstate highway will l)e 
nnable to provide the needed capacity for these trips. The institution of rail 
pas.senger service should be considered as a feasilile alternate to building 
additional highway lanes. 

Our proposal to criss-cross the two Amtrak lines in Colorado appears to be 
the most cost effective solution to meet the needs of tlie dramatically increasing 
person trips we are experiencing. An increase of 4% in the mileage of two pres- 
ently operating Amtrali trains would be much less costly than the construction 
of additional highway lanes. Our proposal would l)e much more envinmmentally 
acceptable and would be much more enedgy efficient than providing additional 
highway capacity. 

We urge your favorable consideration of this urgent request. 

STATEMENT StrBMiTtEn BY MARVIN D. MONAOHAN ON BEHALF OF REOIO;? IX or THE 
NATIONAL ASFOCIATTO.X OF RAILROAD PASSENGERS. THE TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF 
RAILROAD PASSENGERS AND THE DALLAS CITY-COUNTY AMTRAK COMMITTEE 

Jlr. Chairman, and members of the Conmiittee, the opportunity of presenting 
testimony built around tlie viewix>iiit of the consumer and focusing in upon the 
si>eciflc problems and sliortcomings of Amtrak and its operations is greatly 
appreciatetl. 

The basis of our contentions Is that Amtrak Is totally neglecting to serve the 
market demands, both from the standpoint of quality and tpiantity, of the greater 
part of tlie nation which has. in turn, caiLsed earning potentials to remain far 
l)elow par thereby creating the need for inordinate subsidies. In doing so Amtrak 
Is procee<ling in defiance of the mandate of Congress which stated that a na- 
tionwide network of rail pas.senger service would be deveIoi)ed and maintained, 
and is making financial demands of Congress that should lie met instead with 
revenues generated at the ticket counter—and would be if the hou.se were placed 
In order. 

In connection with these contentions it is our desire to discuss herein the 
followhig related  Issues: 

1. The current tactics of the Department of Transportation are to be dei)lored 
which clearly constitute attemiits to Idudgeon numerous long-haul Amtrak routes 
by their insistence on applying the route criteria in situations wlierein the routes 
have never l)een granted even a ghost of a chance for success. This is due to re- 
peatetl aliuse in the form of slovenly operations by recalcitrant railroad manage- 
ments, consistent equipment failures, air-conditioning in particular, and lack of 
aggre.ssive action in moving trains from circuitous routes of low market rwtential 
to heavily used traffic arteries. It is inconcelvalile that a route should be forced 
to measure up to a prescribed standard when it has never had an opportunity to 
siKX-eed in the first place. The empha.sis of IX»T should be toward Increasing 
marketability and earnings which does not require a costly and protracted route 
criteria procedure to accomplish. A dedication to purjwse and aggre.sslve pursuit 
of goals is sufficient. 

2. As mentioned in the foregoing paragraph, probably the greatest of Amtrafc's 
shortcomings is their failure to adopt policies which would lead to practical and 
economical means of equipping their car fleet with dependable head-end powered 
electrical, air-conditioning and heating systems. While a rea.sonable and affordable 
program of purchasing new cars was in order, a concurrent program of ef|uip- 
ping the 1.500 or more existing cars with modern systems was totally neglected. 
Probably no other failure has bad such adverse rei)ercussions. If a train's cooling 
becomes unoi)erative, nothing else matters; it instantly Incomes totally unmarket- 
able. In 1974 we learned that the Ringling Bros. Circus jieople had converted their 
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trains to modern Iicad-<>nil power for a very nominal cost. Data pertaining to 
tliis projeft was collected and submitted to Amtrak for investigation, but a deaf 
ear was tunie<l. (See attacheil Exhibit A). I'Mnally they have begmi a conversion 
of too few cars much too late. I'atrons will not invest large sums of money in 
long, high revenue travel purchases until they are assure<l of quality senice. 
This essential market has been greatly attenuatetl. A vast and prompt expan- 
sion of this conversion program is a must with si)ecific capital appropriations 
grantefl to cover the cost. The cost of conversion is approximately one-sixtb the 
cost of a new car. 

3. When the Amtrak concept was created and formulated into law, it. like most 
legislation, constituted a compromise. When the compromise was reached and 
the law pa.ssed, ostensibly the particii>ants entered into a good faith agree- 
ment to make the concept work—which was dedication toward the revitalization 
of intercity rail passenger service nationwide. It is a well documented fact that 
many railroad managements actively downgraded their i)assenger sen-ices during 
the twenty years prior to Amtrak. Instead of upholding their commitment and 
reversing such practices ujmn joining Amtrak the.se managements relentlessly 
pursued the same tactics after the advent of Amtrak as they had Iwfore thus 
repudiating their iwrtion of the agreement and making it more difflcult for the 
concept to succeecl. Obstructive tactics have become highly evident in issues in- 
volving operating si)eeds, routings, priorities of passenger trains and other mat- 
ters involving operations which must be truste<i to the integrity of the railroads 
who contract to handle Amtrak's trains under the law. Their failure to comply 
with these contractnral obligations, along with Amtrak's own lack of aggres.sive- 
ness has caused millions of dollars of the public's tax money to be wasted which 
should have, by now, pnxluced the beginnings of a truly attractive and viable 
nationwide rail passenger system. 

4. Another facet of Amtrak economics is also deplored having to do with com- 
parable capabilities of the Northeast (?^orrldor and the remainder of the system. 
Amtrak consistently attempts to create the impression that the Corridor is a 
financially sound and money-making affair whereas the long-haul routes are 
Inherently incapable of any degre«' of financial viability. The two entities, If 
properly exjwsed, might be viewed as follows: 

A. The long-haul routes, although subjected to the worst possible disasters 
during the past year such as equipment failures, winter weather catastrophes, 
imprudent routings, operational abuses by railroads (Kxhibit B attached), man- 
agement prejudice and neglect, schedule cut-backs and numerous other forms 
of hara.s.snient, have demonstrated in several cases their ability to produce reve- 
nues in excess of direct costs (Exhibit C attached) and their i)atronage has grown 
steadily to 60% of the system pas.senger-nilles In PY 1976. Consistent increases 
have l)een projected for the coming years. In studying their financial picture 
it is apiwrent that, in reality. Congress has established a comprehen.sive -set of 
fixed facilities for a nationwide network Init has falle<i to equip It with a suflB- 
cient number of trains to make the system fully attractive and marketable. The 
result Is that the costs of these facilities are not adeqimtely spread since too 
few trains make use of them. This causes an unrealistic proportion of allocated 
costs to be charged to each long-haul train thereby distorting Its earning ability. 
Additional trains strategically located will not only lower these allocated costs per 
train but will increase marketability and profitability. It might be pointed out 
that, by the same token, if any given exi.sting train is discontinued, many of 
the allocatefl costs will remain and simply be reallocated to other existing routes 
since some facilities are shared among several trains, particularly the large 
union stations and maintenance Installafion.s. Since these allocatetl costs do not 
Increase materially with the addition of trains, any direct profits that accnie can 
he directed toward the liquidation of the expenses of fixed facilities. It is 
stronirly fe't that the portion of the system outside the .Vortheast Corridor could 
operate more effectively on an autonomous basis with the base of operations 
moveil to Chicago which Is the hub of the nation's rail movement. Marketing 
should be further localized so as to register sensitivity to the needs and attrac- 
tions that are indigenous to the various locales sen-ed by Amtrak. Present mar- 
keting efforts are far too stereotyped and often inappropriate. 

B. On the other hand.^the Northeast Corridor which has been so highly touted 
as a money making operation has been fully equipiied with new or modern cars 
for over a year, was not so severely affecte<l by extreme cold weather as the 
Midwest during the i>ast winter sea.son. and has not suffered from the neglect and 
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operational abuses heaped upon the long-hauls, has shown an Increased proclivity 
for losing money with a train oiiernting deficit of $92 million In FY 1977. up 
from .$S2 million in 1976, and an apparent total deficit of over $130 million. All 
of this in spite of the fact that fixed facilities are heavily used and their costs 
adequately spread. Present performance of the Northeast Corridor implies that 
the 2% of Amtrak's route miles which it represents are accountable for 18% 
of the annual operating deficit. Future possitiilities reveal alarming additional 
expen.ses if claims promoted by Penn Central bankruptcy claimants fall on the 
shoulders of Amtrak as a property owning and operating agency in so far as 
the Northeast Corridor is concerned. (Exhibit D attached). This brings up the 
(luestion as to whether the increasing financial liabilities of the Corridor might 
prompt Amtrak to raid the funds of the long-hauls to shore up its failing status. 
It also suggests that separate funding might provide a means of a.ssuring against 
this eventuality. 

xo summarize, it is time that the Northeast Corridor should come to be 
regarded as an expensive social necessity with tlie admitted possibility that the 
more people it carries, the more money it may Io.se due to its short-haul, low 
revenue per passenger characteristic. This same problem forced numerous short- 
haul Eastern freight railroads into bankruptcy as the line haul did not produce 
enough revenue to offset cost of soliciting, loading and sen-icing. The Corridor 
can l)e justified in the same realistic manner in which the foreign countries 
reaii.stically evaluate their railroad deficits. They consider them as less expensive 
than the alternatives that would prevail if the railroads did not exist. 

It is also past time that the long-haul routes be given their day in court with 
a reasonable opportunity to prove what they can accomplish. (Exhibit E 
attached). As fuel costs or availabilities become more problematical the auto- 
mobile can still provide transportation over short distances at an affordable cost. 
The long distances are another matter and the long-haul trains fill the need 
avoiding the discomfort of the lius and the high cost of air travel. In the mean- 
time they constitute a nucleus for needetl expansion to meet future transporta- 
tion requirements and unpredictable emergencies and fit perfectly into the 
nation's fastest growing industry which is tourism. Moreover, their presence and 
availability, as long as energy constraints do not dra.stically alter our way of life, 
assures the time-honored principle of "Freedom of Choice" as applied to travel 
which tlie American way of life attempts to provide. It should be emphasized 
that Amtrak's financial statements for FT 1977 are in no way acceptable as 
representative of the (jerformanee capal)ility of long-haul passenger trains. 
The disasters which lurk behind them have canceled any validity that they 
might hold and many montlis will be re<iuired to re-establish lost levels of 
integrity in the minds of the public wlio have been disillusioned by the multitudes 
of devastating and unnece.s.sary failures committed by Amtrak. In the figures for 
FY 107(5 a very different type of story had begun to unfold with four long-haul 
routes manifesting direct profits and sevei-al others in resich of it. This trend 
could have grown had not the disiusters occurred. Amtrak nui.st return to tliis 
point and build from there. The solution is not to meat-axe the trains on the 
l)asis of returns that are no more than could be expecte<l in view of the poverty 
level of jierformance that has existed. The poverty cycle must be broken. 

5. Another unacceptable situation is the militant abuse and propaganda di- 
rected toward Amtrak by the bus companies. If their contention is true that tax 
supported rail transportation is destro.ving their business then the highway .sys- 
tem should not have been built in the first place. Their construction clearly 
marked the beginning of the decline of the railroads in this country by pro- 
viding cheap tax supported right-of-way for the buses and trucks. In spite of 
dramatic improvement in the nation's highways during the past 20 years, dis- 
contintiation of most rail pas.senger service, and active promotion of bus service, 
a continual decline in bus patronage has occurred clearly indicating a rejection 
of this mode of travel by the puldie as far as general travel is concerned. 
Attempts to force their concepts upon the populace should be ignored and they 
should be interfaced with other modes of transportation rather than permitted 
to dominate. (Exhibit F attached). 

6. It is our recommendation that Amtrak be granted the necessary supple- 
mental appropriations to remove it from its present predicament, however this 
must be accompanied by a solid propo.sal and program designed to prevent the 
perpetuation of the predicament. A rea.sonal>le capital exi>enditure should he 
granted to make the entire fleet of cars and locomotives serricable and depend- 
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able by means of conversion to head-end i)Ower. Also, an ultimatum should be 
delivered to Amtrak's management directing that their house be placecl in order 
and their earning iiower optimized so as to render outsize and continually 
escalating suKsidies luinecessary. Congress represents the people. The people 
are not resp<)iisil)le for Amtrak's shortcomings yet they are the ones who are 
deprived when trains are cut back because of poor management and performance 
on the part of Amtrak. Any corrective measures taken should make the manage- 
ment of Amtrak the recipient of punitive action, not the public. It is quite 
clear that only a small part of Amtrak's budget and deficit is involved in the 
operation of trains. A disproiwrtionate amount is obvioasly attributable to a 
multi-layere<l inefflcieut and bureaucratic organizational stmcttire which is un- 
responsive and unprmluctive. Amtrak nee<ls fewer l)ean counters and more elec- 
tricians yet the liureaucracy has grown while productive labor havS been reduced. 
Endless committees and panels are required to render decisions which could 
be supplied by capable, knowledgeable and aggressive executive leadership. 
Almost seven years have pas.sed and Amtrak has fallen far short of the goal 
set by Congress of implementing an attractive and marketable nationwide rail 
pas.senger system. 

It is called to your attention that several exhibits are attached for the pur- 
pose of further Illustrating the points we have made. We shall welcome any 
further requests for information or other correspondence that your CV^mmittee 
might wish to communicate to us. Thank you for permitting us to make known 
our views relating to this issue. 

EXHIBIT A 

DALLAS CITY-COUNTY AMTRAK COMMITTEE, 
Oarland. Tex., May 21. J976. 

Mr. I'AUL H. REISTRUP, 
Presiilcnt, Amtrak, 
Washlnffton, D.C. 

DEAR MR. REISTRUP : During our visit last month there was one other important 
issue I would like to have discussed with you but time did not permit. The 
enclosed file was developed at the direction of Charlie Luna when he learned the 
significance that the issue might hold for Amtrak. 

It apjjears incre<llble that Amtrak would be involved in a lawsuit or litigation 
with the only firm in the nation haviiig broad exi)erience in the conversion of 
existing conventional railroad passenger ears to head-end power and air-con- 
ditioning. 

Evidence indicates that it was a going project with Amtrak until Mr. Harry 
Clarke died suddenly at which time it abruptly passed into limlw. Beyond that 
point the trail seems to end at Mr. Schmidt. Apparently he neglected to follow 
through or failed to comprehend the significance of the project and its important 
relationship to Amtrak's equipment problems. Mr. Schmidt states that R. L. An- 
derson failed to respond to a bid for re-equipping a lO-fi sleeping car recently. 
It Is ea.sy to see why he did not following the treatment he has received from 
Amtrak's eipilpment department. 

I cannot help but believe that the Anderson Corp. would be interested in con- 
tinuing this project if proiMTly approached by someone higher up in Amtrak who 
made an effort to atone for previous behavior. Obviously Anderson has lost faitli 
in the organization. 

Please note the positive attitude displayetl by Auto-Train toward the restora- 
tion of existing car-s, and they are making money! This is exhibited in the en- 
closed letter from Mr. Garfleld to "Trains" Magazine. 

I would urge you to review this program in depth and try to get to the bottom 
of It. Indications are that old cars can be converted at considerably less cost than 
Is implied from other bids. 

Sincerest regards, 
M. D. M0NA8HAN. 

E. L. AwDfiaisoN, INC., 
Venice, Fla., January 13, 1976. 

Mr. M. D. MoNAOHAN, 
Dalla» City-County Amtrak Committee, 
Oarland. Tex. 

DEAR MR. MONAGHAN : Thank you for your letter of .January 6, 1976. However, 
we have hired counsel to recover costs associated with engineering and the 
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preparation of an estimate of cost to refurbish these Amtrak cars. Further, our 
credital)ility with our suppliers has l)een damaged to such an extent that we feel 
it would be impractical to try to re-estaWisli ties with them to the end that cars 
could be rebuilt by our firm. 

Therefore, we are making no further attempt to acquire this work. Our total 
efforts are now being funneled toward collection of our expenses. 

Thank you again for your help. 
Yours truly, 

RoBEBT L. ANDERSON, PreHdent. 

R. L. ANDERSON, INC., 
Venice, Fla., November 19, 1915. 

Mr. .T. J. SCHMIDT, 
Major Equipment Development, 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MB. SCHMIDT: AS you are aware, we were contacted by Mr. Harry Clark 
In January of 1!>75. to discuss air conditioning and electrical work to be ijer- 
formed on older Amtrak passenger cars. 

We were, at that time, requested to "submit a price for removing all the old 
equipment, to manufacture and apply" our "air conditioning equipment and 
temperature control, which was to be built from Carrier components; apply 
wire, conduit, junction boxes, and refeptables in accordance with Metro Shell 
standards." We were "to apply the necessary batteries and charger transformers 
as furnished by Amtrak." We were "to furnish and apply the necessary overhead 
and floor heat." 

We further requested to "arrange a meeting with Budd so that we could observe 
their wiring of the Metro Shell;" at that point, we were to be in a position to 
provide Amtrak with a price for doing one car. 

It was necessary to ask Carrier Corporation as well as Honeywell Corporation 
to assist in the design of air conditioning and heating systems. Tlierefore. a con- 
siderable amount of time and money was exi)euded in trips, phone calLs. and 
materials to prepare this estimate. Mr. Clark requested that a representative 
from the electrical contractor and myself attend a meeting in Wasliington with 
you and he for the purpo.se of discussing our completed estimate. This meeting 
%va3 held. Our quotation was discussed and, I am sure you recall, was very 
favorably received by you. We further discu.ssed your quotation and contracting 
procedures and the fact tliat the first car would probably be in our hands by 
mid-May. We were given the impression by yourself and Mr. Clark that we would 
perform this work. Further, as Mr. Clark walked tis to the elevator, he again 
stated that we would lie sent a car by mid-May and that he was "happy that 
our negotiations had led to this end." 

Xow it is obvious that after our S-niouths of work and study, Amtrak is going 
another way. It further appears that your firm has decided not to honor your 
oral commitments to us. 

Wr have expended considerable funds in the following: 
1. Travel (per your request). 
2. Engineering and design. 
3. Time (mine and other subcontractors). 
4. Fabrication of various items to be used in the air conditioning s.Tstem In 

order not to hold up progress (frame work for shake tests). 
5. Rail track rental. 
6. Fabrication of support structure to hold cars at a good working height. 
7. Arranging a qualifiefl chain of subcontractors to perform the work. 
S. Telephone and telegraph. 
In all, we have expende<l over ,$13,000.00 not including the value of my owa 

time (approximately 5 months of concentrated effort). 
We are,  therefore,   requesting that  Amtrak issue a  purchase order in  the 

amount of $13,0(K).00 and tliat these funds be paid to our firm for disbursement 
to tliose firms and individuals who are now being asked to foot the bill because 
Amtrak has now decidetl that they do not want to honor this commitment. 

Please contact me at your earliest convenience regarding this matter. 
Yours truly, 

ROBERT L. ANDERSON, President. 
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R. L. ANDEKSON, INC., 
Venice, Fla., November 18, 1975. 

Mr. M. D. MONAGHAN, 
Dallas City-County Amtrak Commission, 
Oarland, Tex. 

DEAR MR. MO.VAGHAN : Thank yon for your letter of November 13. 
Negotiations between Amtrak and ourselves seem for all practical purposes, 

to be terminated. It seems since Mr. Clark died, total confusion is the order 
of the day. 

I have had numerous conversations with official» at Amtrak wherein our 
situation was discussed. However, no further action has been taken on Mr. Clark's 
commitment to our firm. 

We have expended approximately $11,000.00 in order to prepare estimates of 
costs gf the work to be performed, and we have fabricated various items to be 
used in this work. We did this on oral commitments of Mr. Clark and Mr. Schmidt. 

It now .seems Amtrak is going another way and we would certainly like to be 
reimbursed for onr efforts. I personally expended six months of my time to be 
of service to Amtrak and to prepare estimates based on knowledge I gained over 
this period of time. Further, various individuals and companies expended con- 
siderable time and money on this project. All this was based on Mr. Clark's state- 
ment that we would do the work. 

We have not had even a call from Amtrak since Mr. Clark's death, so we 
must assume the project died with him. We will certainly attempt to recover 
our costs incurred over the period of time in question. 

Thanks again for your help. 
Yours truly, 

ROBERT L. ANDERSON, President. 

DALLAS CITT-COTJNTY AMTRAK COMMITTEE, 
Garland. Tex., Xorcmber IS, 1975. 

Mr. R. L. ANDERSON, 
President, R. L. Anderson, Inc., 
Venice, Fla. 

DEAR MR. ANDERSON : We have been wondering if negotiations are still in 
progress between your company and .\nitrak regarding the re-equip])ing of one 
or more passenger cars as you mentioned in your last letter of April 21. 

Since Harry Clark died Mr. Luna has not been able to ascertain if the project 
is .still active or if it may have fallen by the wayside. There has been a con- 
siderable amount of restructuring of the personnel since the new administration 
took over and various programs have been affected accordingly. 

The new President, Paul H. Relstrup, seems to be imbued with the idea 
that new cars are the only real answer but I am of the notion that he cannot 
survive the interim period that will ensue until a sufficient number of new 
cars can be made available. This is particularly true if any expansion of the 
.service is provided. I believe that more will be spient in a vain attempt to main- 
tain the old systems than conversions would cost. If the cost of constructing 
car bodies continues to rise the conversions will be more economical than ever. 

It would be good to hear from you again and learn the status of things. Let 
tis know if we might do something to expedite the project. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. D. MONAOHAN. 

R. L. ANDERSON, INC., 
Venice, Fla., April 21,1975. 

Mr. M. I). MONAGHAN, 
Dallas Citti-Oounlff Amtrak Committee 
flarland. Tex. 

DEAR MR. MONAGHAN : Thank you for your letter of April 17. 
We are awaiting a purchase order from Amtrak to cover the estimated cost 

of remodeling a pilot car. 
We are to completely rewire and re-air condition each car as well as provide 

other services as outlined by Amtrak. In short, we are to completely rebuild 
the underside of the car. 

24-414 O - 78-   21 
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A lot of our systems are in the developmental stages and therefore, we feel 
we must proceed slowly in f)rder to assure their proper functioning. However, 
we will contact the various people you mention when we are sure our systems 
will meet their needs. 

Thanks again for your help. 
Yours truly, 

ROBERT L. ANDERSON, 
Pregident. 

, R. L. ANDERSON, INC., 
Venice, Fla., March 18,1975. 

Mr. M. D. MoNAOHAN, 
Member and Ad/visor, 
Dallas-City-County Amtrak Committee, 
Garland, Tex. 

DEAR MR. MONAOHAN : We have been negotiating with Mr. Harry Clark of 
Amtrak for the past two months to the end that our firm might rebuild an 
existing car in Venice. We would completely rewire the cars to new car specs, 
replace the air conditioning with a system designed by Carrier Corporation, 
and ourselves, and provide various otlier up-dates to miscellaneous components. 

I will be meeting in Washington, hopefully, within the next two weeks to dis- 
cuss costs and logistics with Mr. Clark and others. Therefore, the information 
regarding Mr. Lewis will be quite helpful. 

I would like to thank you for your help. Please know that pegardle.ss of the 
outcome of the negotiations, we deeply appreciate your efforts. We will keep 
you informed as time passes. 

Yours truly, 
ROBERT L. ANDERSON, 

President. 

R. L. ANDERSON, INC., 
Venice, Fla., December 12,1974. 

Mr. M. D. Monaghan, 
Dallas-Citii-County Amtrak Committee, 
Oarland, Tex. 

DEAR MB. MONAOHAN : After examining Mr. King's letter of December 2. 1974. 
to Mr. Charles Luna, we feel we must correct some obvious misimderstanding or 
misinterpretation l)y Mr. King of information suj^lied to you by myself via my 
letter of October 22. 1974. 

First of all. the air conditioning systems installed by us in tlie Ringling "Red 
Train" are only 2-,S years old and not 18 .years' old as is Mr. King's understand- 
ing. The co.st of each system was approximately $7,000.00. This price included 
all equipment (compre.s.sors, condensers, evaporator coil.«, furnaces, duct work, 
grilles, and controls) as well as tlie installation of same (all labor). The only 
cost not included was the cost of wiring whicli was installe<l by Anderson Elec- 
trfc (Venice. Florida, P.O. Box 1.58.-)—AC. 813-4,'W-6794, contact Mr. Ralph 
Anderson). Therefore, Mr. King's information as to our costs is in error. 

The u.se of these trains for the circus is unique. It is true that these units do 
not move nearly as much as the Amtrak cars. However, one only needs to travel 
a short distance with the Ringling train to discover the tremendous abuse these 
units talie due to improper use and maintenance. Some of the problems encoun- 
tered are: 

(1) Occupants cannot speak Englisli, in many ca.ses, so when they get 
too cold, instead of turning the conling system off. they sometimes break 
the thermostat with a shoe, and of course, the unit stops. 

(2) Occupants are constantly covering return air openings with dirty 
clothes causing the units to .shut off on pressure controls. 

However, proper .safeguards have been installed to eliminate damage to the 
equipment and therefore, these units are quite satisfactory. The.se safeguards 
are included in our price. 

Mr. King states that ten tons of cooling are required to condition each car. 
The add'tion of the additional tonnaue tiy our firm in a sample car would add 
approximately $1,500.00 to the installe<l price. Therefore, a total price per oar 
would be around $8..T00.00 plus wiring if the following could be incorporated : 

(1)  Use of existing evaporator equipment. 
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(2) Installation of electric heat In conjunction with the present blower 
systems and duct work. 

Mr. King mentions splitting the air conditioning load in a car into two units 
to avoid total loss of cooling. I too am in favor of this. However, his stated cost 
of $15,000 per car for equipment alone without its installation is unbelievable. 
IDquipment cost alone should be half this cost. Tliereforc, I would recommend 
to Mr. King that he reevaluate his source of supply. He goes on to slate that 
the price includes electric heat and controls which is certainly the smallest part 
of the price. 

An electric lieater large enough to provide a 70° temjjerature difference be- 
tween outside and inside would sell for approximately ?250.000 with controls. 

440 volt equipment would I)e no problem to provide as the motors are pur- 
chased separately and strip heaters are made to order. 

We are not recommending oil heat be installed due to fire hazard and ijoor 
draft conditions. Further, the in.stallation of oil lieat requires space not avail- 
able in these cars. 

In sumnmtion, we feel that jwrtions of the existing systems can be utilized 
in order to kee\> the cast down and tlierefore. your thinking, in my opinion, is 
sound regarding the use of our style of system in the older cars to extend their 
life and retluce the maintenance costs. 

Further, the removal of axle drives, batteries, generators, and steam lines 
would constitute a ratlier large savings in maintenance of these items as well 
as fuel expendetl to move the weiglit they represent. 

We hope we have helped you in your efforts to control the mounting costs of 
transi)ortation, liecause it is in our interests to have Amtrak succeed. 

Any further help I miglit provide will be supplied immediately upon your 
request. 

Very truly yours, 
RoDEBT L. ANDERSON, 

President. 

NATIONAL RAILSOAD PASSENGER CORP., 
Washington, D.C., December 2,1974. 

Mr. CHARLES LUNA, 
Dallas, Tex. 

DEAR CHARLIE: At the last Board Meeting you asked me to look into the at- 
tached letter on air conditioning as provided by R. L. Anderson, Inc. for Ringling 
Brothers Circus. 

We have learned that the circus train air conditioning .system was installed 
approximately 1« years ago and that the cost of the 7 ton compressor/condenser 
and evaporator was $5,000 at that time. The heating was an oil-fired burner in 
one end of the car. Installation costs were not included, but we estimate the 
application of tlie equipment and ducts was about $2,000 to $3,000. Xo cost U 
available for the installation of the electrical train line or headened power 
plant. 

This equipment serves primarily as a wa,v.«ide hotel during extended stops of 
the circus train and generally carries a maximum of 32 people in each car. The 
hours of service underway is not at all comparable to typical Amtrak annual 
mileage and running time. 

Our cars require about 10 tons of air conditioning to make them comfortable 
with their full loads of 84 passengers. Since this is the cooling capacity which 
must be maintained during the entire period between heavy overhauls, it is 
actually nece.s.sary to provide a higher initial capacity to allow for reduction 
in capacity due to dirt buildup on cooling coils and other gradual deterioration 
a.ssociated with normal train service. 

Because air conditioning failures have continued to be a major problem on 
all old and new rail cars, we have further trie<l to improve reliability by going 
to a .split plant tyj* of installation which provides al)out 20 iiercent redundancy 
in total capacity and almost eliminates the prolinbility of a comiielte air condi- 
tioning failure in a car. Our l)aro (»quipment cost for such a system today is $15,- 
000 to which the instailati(m cost must be added. F^lrther, our air conditioning 
equipment includes the electric hent and controls to provide all-year comfort. 
We could not use fuel oil burners for tieat in our pas.senger ears. 

The material cost of an electric trainline is in exce.ss of $12,000 per car. In- 
stallation and rewiring extra. Once we convert the air conditioning equipment 
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to 440 volt, 30, 60 Hertz, it would seem poor practice not to convert the remainder 
of tiie electrical system on tlie car to A.C. from D.C, eliminating axle drives, 
generators, large batteries, and eliminating steam from the heating system. 

I hope this explanation meets your satisfaction and if you have any questions 
I will be glad to provide you with the answers. 

Sincerely, 
F. S. KINO, 

Vice President-Operations. 

DAIXAS CITY-COUNTY AMTRAK COMMITTEE, 
Oarland, Tex., December 6, ISH. 

Mr. R. L. ANDEBSON, 
President, R. L. Anderson, Inc., 
Venice, Fla. 

DEAR MR. ANDBHISON : This correspondence relates to our earlier letters dis- 
cussing application of the circus type of air-conditioning. 

In answering Mr. Luna it is apparent that Mr. King is not clear on several 
points. First, we are not suggesting that the circus type A/C be u.sed on the new 
cars being ordered or the older stainless steel cars that are to be renovated 
completely for indefinite use. We are suggesting this for application to the older 
cars that do not merit the twin modular units since they eventually will be re- 
moved from service and merely need an inexpensive but dependable system that 
will provide reliable function for several more years without the continual head- 
aches of obsolete parts, dis-similar systems and constant failures. 

Therefore, we are not tallying al>ojit a system to cool a capacity of 84 passen- 
gers such as the proposed bi-level cars, regular single level cars of up to approxi- 
mately 60 passengers would be involved. 

Mr. King apparently does not imderstaiid that no ductworlv would be involved 
In Amtrak cars since the interior would not be changed nor would evaporators 
be changed out, merely motors, condensers, compressors and controls would be 
involvetl. We apparently did not malie it clear that oil heat was not proposed 
on Amtrak cars and that electrical heat could very easily be installed with the 
other components. 

It should also be made clear to Mr. King that removal of axle drives, batteries, 
generators and steam lines constitutes a savings rather than an expense as main- 
tenance is reduced and obsolescent parts are deleted. Electrical trainlines are 
to be a part of all new cars along with locomotive mounted electrical generators 
In new motive power. 

I suggest that you go over Mr. King's letter and make comments concerning 
his statements that would bring tlie issue into clearer focus particularly in 
regard to costs and capacities. If you again write to n;e concerning this subject 
I will see that it is passed along and we will continue with our efforts to make 
Amtrak realize that the cooling fiascos of last summer must not be repeated and 
that proper remedial measures will actually constitute a saving rather than an 
expense. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. T>. MONAOHAN, 
ilcmhcr and .\dvisor. 

CAKRIEB TRANSICOLD CO. 
Syracuse X.Y.. November 13,1974. 

DALLAS CITY-COUNTY AMTRAK COMMITTEE, 
Oarland. Tex. 
Attention: Mr. M. D. Monaghan Meml)er and Advisor. 

GENTLEMEN : Your exchange of correspondence with R. L. Anderson, Inc., con- 
cerning the air conditioning system they installed on rail cars has been referred 
to this office for wlintever assistance we can offer. 

The Carrier Translcold Division of Carrier Corporation is responsible for 
marketing special design equipment for the trnnsimrtation indiistry. One of the 
areas we are very active in is rail car air conditioning. 

We go to market through the Safety Electric Compan.v who design and install 
the complete air conditioning system as well as other electrical components on 
the car. We manufacture the special compressors, coils, receivers, etc.. for these 
npplication.s. Safety and Carrier recently received the order for air conditioning 
on the 257 cars for Amtrak being built by the Bud Company. 
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Safety Electric has been working witli Amtrak on several programs to update 
some of tlie existing efjuipment, one of wliicli is to utilize air condensers. 

I would be pleased to pass along any sijeciflc information you desire, or assist 
your efforts in any way. 

Very truly yours, 
IVOR S. PELSUE, 

Product Sales Manager. 

R. L. ANUERSON, INC. 
Venice, Fla., October 22,1974. 

DALLAS CITY-COUNTT AMTBAK COMMITTEE, 
Garland, Tex. 
Attention : Mr. M. D. Monaghan, Member and Advisor. 

DEAR MR. MOXACTIAN : I have received your letter wherein you ask for informa- 
tion regarding the air conditioning system installed liy our firm in the "red train" 
for Ringliug Brothers (Ircus. This installation of equipment was acromplished 
after extensive testing to determine the heat gain and loss through the walls of 
the cars. It was decided that TVi tons of cooling and approximately 40,000 BTU/ 
hour of heating was reciuired for this application. 

Inasmuch as there was no cooling unit on the market to accomplish this job 
and still stay within the .size limitations, it was necessary to build a condensing 
unit from miscellaneous components available using Carrier compressors as a 
base. 

For heating we .selected 12 K. W. two-stage electric flash coil heaters. However, 
liingliiig could not provide enough generating power to drive these heaters. We, 
therefore, switclied to oil fired furnaces, which is not the l)est choice by far for 
this application, due to draft problems and widely varying outdoor temperatures. 
The furnace seenunl to be the best compromise. (Klectric heat would be ideal 
for this application because of much lower initial cost, less space is used, and 
maintenance is near zero.) 

In most cases, the old duct work could not be used because of Ringling's need 
to build in life support .systems such as water storage tanks. The installation of 
these devices took up sjuice occupied by the existing duct systems. We therefore 
ran conventional duct .systems in drop ceiling areas over the hallways. It would 
seem that the d\ict systems installed in your cars could be reused because you do 
not partition your cars like Kingling. I'osslbly the air handler section could also 
be used if electric heat could he utilized. 

The Ringling installations cost lietween $6,000.00-$S;,000.00 per car. However, a 
goml portion of this cost was due to the unusual dnct systems. It is probably true, 
however, that the cost of this installation is less in our areji because of the fact 
that there is an abundance of lower cost labor. 

We hojje the above information is what you are seeking. We would he happy 
to meet with you or your representatives at a later date to discuss tliese instal- 
lations further. 

Very truly yours, 
ROBERT L. ANDEBSON, 

President. 
IFrom the Arkansas Gazette, July 20,1977] 

EXHIBIT B 

KEEP 'EM ROIXINO 

Do^vnley B. Pinks, chairman of the board of the Purgatory and Pacific Rail- 
road, pushes down the button on his office intercom and yells, "Ever'body get 
their .selves in here." 

A great rumble roars in corridors and .stairwells all over the Purgatory and 
Pacific general offices and in two minutes flat the entire building staff, except 
Miss Snitt the telephone operator, are cowering and twisting hats before the desk 
of the head executive. 

"Wliat I want to know i.s." yells Pinks at his staff, "is how come yon let the 
.Vuitrak train run on time ticirc la.st month?" 

There's a nervous shuffle of feet as staffers try to jockey around to get invisible 
behind one another. 

"ThTt's a hell of a way to run a railroad, and there's gonna be some cabooses 
kicked If it don't stop." 
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Dudley Dust, vice president for operations, clears his tliroat and nervously 
tries to get out a word. 

"Dang it. Dust. Shut up! When I want your nickle's worth I'll shake it out 
o( you." 

Du.st sink.s l)ack into the crowd, which parts slightly to admit him. 
"Xow let me tell you one thing. And you take this back and tell it to every 

engineer and conductor on this railroad. That if they ever ... if they ever let that 
rattletrap Anitrak train run on time again on this railroad that they better start 
looking for a job on the Rock Lsland." 

There are tentative nods of affirmation and mumbles of assent. 
"Now, Dust," grumps Pinks to the oi)erations officer, "do you think you've 

pulled your wits together enough to get a plain American sentence out of that 
oversized mouth of yours ?' 

Dust groans inwardly, but steps forward again. 
"I was just gonna say, chief, that we divert the Amtrak train into every side 

track between St. Ix)uis and Laredo, even for cross-tie trains and handcars. But 
sometimes there's just ain't no freight trains to put Amtrak in the siding for. 
That's what happened when Amtrak ran on time twice last month. Business was 
off between Texarkana and Little Rock, and the Amtrak train made up time." 

"I don't want no lame excu.ses. Dust. I want action. If there ain't a freight 
train around, I want you to hold the Amtrak train where it is until there ia 
a freight train ! We'll show 'em who's running this railroad. It ain't no striped-tie 
throwed-out laid-back ex-IC yahoo l)ehind a desk in Washington." 

"I'll send out a general order right away, chief." 
"And one other thing. Dust. Don't you know there's an ironbound policy on 

this railroad that no engineer is ever to make up time on a passenger train. If 
he gets three hours behind, then he stays three hours behind." 

Dust makes a note in his memo pad. 
"B>r . . . chief." It's the voice of Ilamley Hamley, the chief legal counsel. "I've 

got a little good news and a little bad news." 
"Gimme the good news first, Hamley. Then gimme the bad. And then get out 

of here." 
"Well, the good news is that we've just won our lawsuit against Widow Poorley 

who let her cow run into one of our trains. She's been required to buy us a new 
locomotive, to replace the one that the cow broke, and to pay us $50,000 punitive 
damages." 

"Not bad, Hamley. Send a current calendar to all the jurors. Now what's the 
bad news?" 

"Well, I hate to spoil your good humor, chief, but Amtrak has just filed a law- 
suit against the Purgatory and Pacific Railroad." 

"They wouldn't dare," says Pinks, squinting through slitty eyes. 
"They dared all right, chief." 
"What do they allege?" 
"They allege that they are gonna put vou in the jail house, and maybe under It, 

If you don't get the Amtrak train running on time on this railroad. And they 
are asking a penalty of $.5,000 for every passenger that ain't smiling when he 
steps off the train." 

Pinks droi>s t)ack into his chair and stares at the wall. The staff members 
quietly tiptoe out of the room. Hamley stares out of the window. 

The End. 
ExHisrr B(2) 

BLXJE SKIES TRAVEL AGENCY, INC., 
Fort Worth, Tex., July 26,1977. 

Mr. JOHN ANDEESON. 
\atinnal Railroad Passenger Corp., 
Houston. Tex. 

DEAR JOHN : A.-s requested by you during our telephone conversation today, I 
am writing to tell you of the prolilems encountered by the Alpha Delta Kappa 
group on train #16 from Dallas to Chicago, July 23. The group consisted of 23 
teachers, several of them elderly, who were on their way to attend a convention 
in Chicago. Although the lead to this group was given to me by Wayne Lambert, 
I spent a great deal of my time and no small amount of money in long distance 
calls in getting all of the arrangements nailed down. These arrangements were 
somewhat unusual in that members of the group were boarding in several cities 
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along the route of the train. Two people got on in Temple, nine in Dallas, four 
in Fort Worth, and eight in Oklahoma C?ity. 

It was to tile entire group's advantage to use the Dallas/Chicago group fare 
(with a Temple/Ft. Worth local fare for those two people) and 1 put them all 
on a single group ticket. Kven though the Aiutrak group desk had assured me 
that all stations and conductors had been advised of what would i)e hapjiening 
(I also wrote letters to the stations at Oklahoma City and Dallas), I have rid- 
den Anitrak enough to be concerned that all might not go as planned and prom- 
ised, and I decided to travel at my own expense as far as Newton, Kansas to 
help with any problems and return to Fort Worth on the southbound train. 
Little did I know what I was letting myself in for on that day. I can truthfully 
say without any exaggeration that I have never worked as hard to overcome 
problems encountered by groups that I was accompanying. 

To begin with, the train was an hour and a half late leaving Fort Worth, due 
in the past to the track being blocked by tlie southbound Lone Star which was 
having mechanical problems. There was a large crowd in the station waiting to 
board the train. I liecame concerned about getting my four people in the same 
car with the Dallas people, so I went ahead and put them in the Dallas coach 
before #16 arrived. That was a fortunate move in that the train left Fort Worth 
with 24 more fjassengers than seats. We were al.so fortunate in that while sev- 
eral of the cars were running hot the air conditioner in ours worked beautifully. 
The diner was so hot that the conductor ordered it clo.sed. One by one the air 
conditioning in the other cars l)egan to fall. I had tipped our porter $5.00 to 
move Oie two people from Temple out of their hot car into ours wlien we got to 
Oklahoma City, but our air conditioning failed about an hour before arrival 
there. 

Checking with the porter before getting to Oklahoma City I realized that there 
would not be enough seats for my eight people boarding there. let alone any other 
pa.ssengers. The scene uix)n arrival was one of complete chaos. The conductor 
announced that there were neither seats nor air conditiouing on the train and 
advised the people not to board. I tried to get my people on anyway and the 
porters in each car refused to let them on. The conductor was no help at all. stat- 
ing that he had received the train in Purcell in that condition and he could do 
nothing about the situation. At first my Oklahonm people decided not to go and 
I had to sprint the full length of the train four times in order to get their checked 
luggage out of the baggage car. By the time I got back to them several of them 
had decided to board despite the heat and lack of seats. This move was altered, 
however, l)y the group leader from Fort Worth, who got off the train to tell 
me that she was concerned about the health of several of the older teachers and 
having doubts about whether or not to continue. 

Our questions about the possibility of alternate transportations went unan- 
swered by the conductor who continued to display an unsingular attitude of lack 
of concern to our problem and a sole desire to get the train moving, no matter 
what the condition of the people inside. I finally decided after consulting with 
the group to pull our people off the train even though we had no assurances 
from Amtrak of what would or could be done to get us to our destination. 

I will give high praises to the young ticket clerk at Oklahoma City who tried to 
accommodate our group and several others who refused to get back on the train 
when it left. He arranged for a chartered bus to take the group to Kansas City 
where they would board train #4 to Chicago and arrive only 3 hours behind the 
time originally planned. The bus arrived within the hour, but the driver expressed 
a real concern as to whether he could make it to Kansas City in time for the 
train. Even though I only had a round trip ticket to Newton (by then I had de- 
cided to stay in Oklahoma City and return on the morning train) I was reluctant 
to leave the group under those circumstances, so I decided to accompany my 
people all the way to Chicago. We had an excellent driver, but he had never 
driven to Kan.sas City before and I had to .sit in the aisle beside him and help 
with directions. He scit us to the station about 20 minute.s before scheduled de- 
pnrture, although It took speeds of 60 to 6.5 mrh to do it. For this feat I felt 
thnt the $.5.00 I tipped him to be very inadequate for the services rendered. 

The etntlon personnel in Kansas '~'itv were most be1n''iil in e^tt'iic the crnun and 
their Ine^aee on board the train. However, the car which we had been told to use 
did not hove enoueh vncant seats (we had been told that a car had been cleared 
fir ns^ nnd I had to take 10 of ray neonle to wait in the lounge before this could 
be straightened out. I bad asked the station manager in Kansas City to authorize 
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a free breakfast in the dining car, since most of my group liad not had a hot 
meal since lunch the day before, but lie toid me it was beyond his control and 
advised me to write to the Amtrak headquarters to see about some later compen- 
sation. My people were not expecting anything, but I feel this simple gesture 
would have gone a long way toward placating the anti-Amtrak sentiments float- 
ing around. Flailing at this, I decided to ask the dining car maitre d' if he would 
let our group into the car first so they could get something into their stomaches. 
Apparently I bad siwken to his a.ssistant and the manner in which he curtly re- 
fused my request was beyond belief. He became so loud and sarcastic and almost 
abusive when I asked for his name (Mr. C. Atkins) that the maitre d' came 
over to ask about the problem. He accommodated my request. The rest of the trip 
was completed without further problems and most of the memljers even expressed 
delight with the way the Irlnnthwcst Limited was run. We were met in Chicago 
by a man who assisted in getting redcaps to carry the luggage to taxi stands, 
where I Anally bid the teachers farewell. I spent about a half an hour exploring 
Union Station (a place I have been wanting to see for years) before walking 
10 blocks to the Palmer House to catch an airport bu.s. I purcha.sed an airline 
ticket on the first flight home. 

Desi«te all the problems encountered this experience has not completely soured 
me on Amtrak. I am somewhat of a rail enthusiast and not unaware of the myr- 
iad of problems you have inherited from the railroads and continue to face 
daily. However. I am wondering bow long it will be before I can confidently 
exiject to sell tlie services of Amtrak to individuals and groups without so many 
things going wrong. The six years that I have waited so far is not that short 
a time. 

I do not know how many of the teachers will return from Chicago by train. At 
Oklahoma City about half of them were talking about flying home and asking 
al)out possible refunds, but by the time we reached Chicago after a plea.sant trip 
on the (ioiithirrfit Limited most of them had changed their mind.^. I am not cer- 
tain they would have done .•«> had I not been along to protect their interests. There 
seemed to be a complete breakdown of communications between all levels of em- 
ployees, no supervision, and a great deal of buck pa.ssing. I do not regret my deci- 
sion to continue on to Chicago, de.splte the financial cost, the time involved, and 
personal inconvenience to me. However, I do not feel un.iustlfied in asking Amtrak 
to reimburse my out of pocket exi)en.ses. These include .?S7.00 for an airline ticket, 
.$2.00 for a long distance phone call. $10.00 in tips to the bus driver and coach 
porter, ,«.3.50 for the airi>ort bus in Chicago. $3.00 for the bus from the DFW air- 
port l)ack to town, and .$4.2,5 for the Sunday lunch in the diner that I would not 
have had to buy had I gotten home on schedule. 

Neither do I feel unjustified in asking Amtrak to write a i^ersonal letter of 
apology to each of the passengers involved. If you de<-ide that any compensation is 
due them because of lack of services prf>vided that would be even l)etter. T can- 
not promi.se that this will prevent any official complaints from being filed with the 
ICC. This will depend in large part on how their return trip goes on Friday. 

I apologize for the extreme length of this letter, but I wanted to inform you of 
these problems so that appropriate steps can bo taken toward their correction, 
thus enabling me to feel more confident in recommending Amtrak to my clients. I 
will be glad to talk with you further about this. This letter is like an iceberg and 
presents only a few of the details I could tell you about this trip. 

Sincerely, 
DICK SPENCEB, Marmger. 

EXHIBIT B(3) 

CoBOKA, CAUF., August JO, 1977. 
AMTRAK-AnEQUAcy OF SERVICE BuMiAr, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SIR : I wish to share with you certain experiences my children and I suf- 
fered on a recent trip by Amtrak from San Bernardino Cn. to St. Louis, Mo. 

We left Snn Beniirdino Cn. Thursday 23 .Tune 1977 at approximately 9:30 
p.m. on Train #4. On Friday the 2'<th of .Tune we had breakfast in the diner which 
consisted of Burnt Bacon. Burnt Pancakes, Burnt Toast and Scnimbled Eggs half 
done (with whites of eggs flopping all over the plate). We could not eat that night 
as the lights went out on the lower level and they said the lights could not be re- 
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paired. All they had left was two left-over roast beef sandwiches which the four 
of us shared. The air conditioning went out in tlie afternoon of tlie 24th of June 
and caused a delay in arriving in Kansas City of I'/i hours. The Train #30 from 
Kansas City to St. Louis was also IV2 hours late which cau.sed us to arrive about 
two hours late in St. Louis Mo. On the return trip we decided to bring our own 
food because the food on the train was so bad. 

1 changed return resenations while in St. Louis Mo. I called on Thursday the 
7th of July to re-schedule reservations for Monday the 11th of July at 5 :50 p.m. 
to depart from the Kirkwood Station instead of the St. Louis Station. Due to train 
derailment in Oliio we left the Kirkwood Station by Bus (furnished by 
Amtrak). The bus driver did not know bow to get to Kansas City and was routed 
l)y a CB radio; in spite of this he made a wrong turn causing the bus to I)e one 
hour late getting into Kansas City. We almost froze on the l)us as the air condi- 
tioning was set too high and we were given only 10 minutes for dinner break (not 
enough time to eat). Thank goodness we had our own food with us. 

Conse<uiently, Train #3 left Kansas City one hour late at approximately 3:20 
a.m.; with me and 110 Frenchmen touring the USA. Again the air conditioning 
was broken in our car and the porter (red coat) ran out of pillows when he got 
to our end of the car (even though be made sure he and hLs co-worker had one). 

We could not sleep all night (no pillows and the heat was unbearable in 
our car) as we were located ne.xt to the diner at the front of the train and 
the door was left open as the air conditioning did not work in the diner 
either. When they cleaned the grill, odors wafed into our car. We stayed in the 
Club Car until 7:00 a.m. (Tuesday) the 12th of July when another porter finally 
found extra pillows (after I pleaded for them). He could tell we had not 
slept all night. 

We returned to our seats, but it was too hot to sleep. Tried to go back to 
the Club Car again, but it was full-up with the Frenchmen and no seats were 
available (even though they were located in a car with air conditioning—they 
left their car to sit in the Club Car). Wo were told by a re<l coat that we 
could not go to the Dome Car as it was "reser\'ed for the first-class tourist 
from France". We were also told that the diner next to the Dome Car was 
reserved for them. We returned to our seats again very exhausted by this 
time. I took a pain pill and slept a few hours when odors, smoke and grease 
from cleaning the kitchen grill bothered my asthma so badly that I started 
back to the Club Car again to find a seat when I noticed the Frenchmen were 
getting off the train to tour the Grand Canyon. Whereupon I moved all our 
baggage and my three children into the first air conditioned car vacate<l by 
the Frenchmen. I didn't care if they made us get off the train or not I could 
not stay in that smoke-filled car any longer. In making tliis move we almost 
froze (Tuesday night) as the air conditioning was set very high to help keep 
the front (hot) cars cooler (even though most of the people moved into the 
cooler cars). 

On the way out I did not prepare for the air conditioning to break down 
for example, it co.st me over .$10 just for sodas to keep us from dehydrating 
while crossing the desert. We arrived in San Bernardino, CA, 2Vi hours late. 

I believe Amtrak is indulging in fal.se adverti.sing when they portray "new 
equipment" being use<l by Amtrak as seen on TV. For Instance, I had a better 
train trip in 1900 when the train was run by Santa Fe. I found the service 
given by the porters and other help has deteriorated and I feel Amtrak ought 
to refund my fare or at least partial refund for the torture we were put through. 
This trip cost me $6S2 (my total savings) just for tickets. It was pure hell 
for me and my children who I am afraid will probably never want to ride 
a train again. I used to love to ride the trains but we feel that the torture 
we were put tlirough was just too mucli for anyone to have to be subjected 
to. I hope .something can be done to update the train service and compensate 
me for poor services rendered by Amtrak. 

Thank you. 
MBS. EDINA B. HENDEBSON. 

EXHIBIT C 

A BROADEB PERSPECTIVE OF AMTBAK'S FINANCIAI, STATEMENT 

Apparently some of RTN's readers have thrown up their hands in despair 
after reading Amtrak's financial statement on page 17 of the December #1 issue. 
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Before pushing the panic button and decreeing that no further expansion 
of the system is tenable, a closer analysis of the facts contained therein is in 
order. 

Prior to FT 1976 the statements were even more depressing because the 
common and general support expenses were lumped together and subtracted 
from revenues to obtain profit or loss. The direct expenses were separated 
out and displayed In a separate column in FY 1976 which began to give some 
inicling as to what the performance capability of each train might be. Direct 
expenses are the costs the train incurs specifically related to its own operation 
and would disappear if the train were removed. Common expenses are the 
relatively fixed costs that are shared by one or more routes such as the large 
union stations, and the general support expenses are of a similar nature relating 
more to maintenance facilitie.s such as the Beech Grove shops. They would 
obviously not disappear proportionately to the removal of any given route, but 
would in many cases simply be re-allooated to the routes that were left u.sing 
the facility in question. As far as can be determined these two cost factors 
(common and support) are allocated out arbitrarily on a mileage basis which 
places a heavy burden of the shared costs upon the long-haul trains which run 
lots of miles and are eliarged accordingly. But are they responsible for the 
costs accordingly? 

Now for a look at the individual categories of service: Since the Northeast 
Corridor is an intense scicial issue it will be around regardless of cost but 
several observations are appropriate. A nominal direct profit is shown by the 
Boston-Washinpton service, but only the Metroliners show a significant direct 
profit with revenues almost twice the direct expenses although the final column 
.shows a lo.ss of $13,789 million with its own allocated co.sts charged against them. 
If they had to assume a large portion of the $(?2 million in costs allocated to the 
other Northeast Corridor services it would further discredit them. Not only 
that but in the course of an investigation into Amtrak economics it was dis- 
covered that some $50 million was being chargetl to the long-haul trains 
traversing the Corridor, that would still be incurred by the Corridor if the 
long-haul trains were eliminated. One long-haul train would have had 24 train 
and engine crew members aboard over a certain division if it had absorbed 
all the costs charged to it; furthermore, the revenue from corridor passengers 
riding that train was being credite<l to the corridor, but their expenses were 
charged to the train. This led to a separate accounting of the long-hauls travers- 
ing the corridor as it appears in its financial statement. 

Moving to the short-haul category it is interesting to note that only the 
Chicago-St. Louis and Chicago-Milwaukee corridors have revenues slightly or 
nearly exceeding direct costs. In the ma.iority of cases the exnenses run two 
to four times the revenues with an average (excluding special trains) of ex- 
pen.ses dominating costs by 2.16 times. These figures will no doubt improve in 
1977 but it casts a shadow of doubt on the eronom'c suneriority of the short- 
hauls over the long-hauls as prevailing mythology would have us believe. In 
1977 the short-hauls will have a large quantity of new rolling stock working 
to their advantage. 

It is doubtful, though, if new wjuipment alone will solve the problem of the 
.short-hauls. It is difllcult to extract enough dollars from any one patron to 
pay the costs. Many short freight hauling roads in the East went bankrupt 
because they could not carry a ton-mile of freight far enough to realize a 
profit after they paid the cost of generating and loading it. The passenger 
picture is .somewhat similar plus the fact that the competition is intensive. 
The jMitron will rrobably not ride the trains just bcaii^e it is a train. He will 
take the best and cheapest way. Then comes the call for faster service. Costa 
for track construction and maintenance ri.se exponentially above 80 mph, a 
passenger speed level that mu.st be maintained anyway for safe freight opera- 
tion at 60 mph. Following the call for increased speed comes the call for 
increased frequency of service. Trains are then added and one of two things 
happens. MO'P va«t si'ms of m"n"v are ponrpi] info doiiMe tm^k. CTC, siimaling 
and other expensive accouterments or otherwise a direct confrontation occurs 
with the operating railroad when the passenger trains get so thick that it 
finally does interfere with freight. Most railroads make such claims long 
before that level is reached but a few tolerant ones are realistic about it. 

Anyway, a .1am-up corridor operation spells lots of dollars and even then 
the chances for a direct profit are very small, at least for a long, long time 
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until Improvement costs are liquidated. Corridors are also subject to the 
Inconsistencies of all transit systems due to the requirement of meeting peak 
load demands and the necessity for stand-by equipment. 

The long-haul passenger train is a different story. Up to now it has suffered 
more from the effects of prejudice and neglect than any other service simply be- 
cause the thousands of people who would Mice to use them as they do the 
burgeoning cruise ship services are reluctant to invest the large number of 
dollars that are involved in a long rail trip with no more a.ssurance than they 
now have of receiving their dollar's worth. This is not to say that every air- 
conditioning unit, plumbing or electrical system, or something equally cata- 
strophic has failefl on every car in every train, but there has been enough of 
it occur that this vast market with sizeable sums of money to .sijend has 
become apprehensive and is waiting in the wings for things to improve. The 
potential is virtually untapped. 

In addition the long-haul train has the contiguous corridor market to profit 
from upon which the long-haul market is superimposed. It makes no difference 
if a seat is sold from Dallas to Cliicago to one person or to Kansas City to one 
person and on to Chicago to another. If the service is attractive one or the 
other will probably be there—by the law of averages. The fact that only 4% 
or so of the travel on long-hauls is end-to-end is not something that has to be. 
Fix the air-conditioning and the toilets and then see what happens. 

Moreover the long-haul train does not require the expensive facilities of the 
corridor. It can run effectively at 89 mph over track that is maintained at 
reasonable levels for safe freiglit operation. Neither is high frequency required. 
One to three trains usually suffices. Revenue per patron is usually high. 

Getting back into statistics it can be observed on the financial sheet that 
three long-haul trains (Starlight, Sun.set, and Panama) already have revenues 
exceeding direct costs and two more (Lone Star and Lake Shore) almost do. 
Averaging all of them together the expenses exceed the revenues on a direct 
basis by 1.48 as compared to the 2.10 for the short haul.s. If the Riley 
Jlountaineer, Floridian, and Inter-American, all of which have been severely 
disadvantaged, are removed the factor goes down to 1.19, almost at break-even 
level. As for the final profit/loss column the inescapable fact exists that the 
long-hauls are shouldering over $118 million in allocated costs, a large portion 
of which would be re-allocated to (he short-hauls if the former were pulled 
off. The $52 million in allocated costs borne by the short-hauls would be a 
less sizeable burden if re-allocated to the long-hauls. Even after including 
allocated costs the short-haul loss exceeds the revenue by a factor of 2.76 while 
the long-haul is only 1.69. 

The allocated cost approach is a misleading and dangerous accounting system 
for Anitrak. Opi)onents can point to the final column and postulate that the 
only answer to the "losses" is to meat axe the long-haul trains which are the 
whipping posts of the system. The principle might be valid if the entire rail 
passenger system were to be exterminated but opponents do not push for this 
and it is unlikely to happen. The same opponents do not acknowledge the fact 
that the long-hauls are bearing a large share of the costs that the short-hauls 
would encounter anyway and that no dedicated effort has been made thus far 
to place the house in order in regard to making the service more marketable. 
Undependable equipment and a thin route structure have undeniably attenuated 
ridership. 

Bookkeep'ne needs to hechansred to lump common and general support expenses 
together with corporate expenses, appearing as one figure for the entire system. 
Tbe trains ai-e then jndsed by t>ieir individual performance as registered by 
direct profit. The corollary is suddenly reversed. The solution then becomes to 
add more trnin.s. lon''-bnu1 csnpcintlv bpfnuse thev ar>parpntly have more tiroflt 
potential, so that their direct profits can then be directed toward liquidating 
the lump sum expenses. 

When all of this is considered in a realistic light the picture forthwith comes 
into focus and the public can be made to undp''stnnd thit tlip sulisidies they 
are paving for a rail passenger .system are due to two factors: First, they 
are paying for the neglect and oppression of Amtrak by those who have been at 
the he'm of the Department of Transportation for the nast several years 
since the denarture of Volpe. This intimidation has drained the energies and 
resources of Amtrak so that they have not been able to address themselves 
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toward making a more profitable operatiou of tbe limited system they have. 
Second, the public is paying for an expensive set of 15xed-cost facilities around 
over the country that are only partially used like a 15,000 aero ranch with 
only a hundred head of cattle. It was mentioned before tliat a number of serv- 
ices could be removed without materially lowering the fixed costs. Tbey would 
merely be re-allocated to what reuuiiued. By the same token many, many routes 
could be added without incurring anything much above direct costs. The costs 
of existing facilities would simply be divided among more trains. A good 
example would be to add an additional Chicago-Los Angeles train via Slemphis- 
Little Rock-Dallas-Fort Worth-Abilene and El Paso connecting directly with the 
"Sunset". Only the trackage between Memphis and Little Rock and between Fort 
Wortli and El Paso would have to be activated, no shared facilities would have to 
be added, and only five or six small stations in West Texas would be re-opened and 
they would be included in direct co.sts which the long-haul trains seem to be able 
to cope with when given half a chance. 

It would appear that Amtrak's best chances for progress lie in adding a num- 
ber of well chosen long-haul routes which will greatly" expand marketability, 
more efficiently use existing facilities, and recruit additional public and politi- 
cal support. It would do well to go easy on the addition of short-hauls until 
the long-hauls are in place and the former can serve as feeders in addition to 
their own localized function. This, coupled with an intensive program to improve 
equipment reliability and personnel quality, should when better reflected by a 
revised accounting system which shows that the entire nationwide system is 
inevitably interlinked both economically and functionally, lay the groundwork 
for the type of rail passenger .system which Congress mandated when the 
Rallpax legislation was first passed. 

Tlie various routes listed In the fl.scal year 1976 financial statement should 
be evaluated only l)y their performances as indicated in the first and second 
columns (revenue and direct expenses) and then only after they have l)een 
given the advantage of attractive schedules and routings and have been pro- 
vided with new or effectively renovated equipment—which has not" been done 
up to this point except for a few short-haul routes. 

It is not realistic to judge the route by tlie final column because columns 3 
and 4 (common and general support expenses) do not directly relate to the cost 
of operating each individual route and will not disappear if the route is deleted. 
They are allocated costs and for tlie most part will Iw reallocate<l to remaining 
routes, further reducing their profits, in the event that any particular route Is 
deleted. 

The solutions are: 
(1) Solve the mechanical and operating problems making each route as 

attractive as possible which will ii\crease revenues. 
(2) Add more trains in well chosen places to create additional revenues 

In excess of direct expenses so that existing facilities are more extensively 
and economically used, thereby lowering and more effectively spreading 
common and general support expen.ses. 

Manv additional routes can be added without substantial increases in common 
and general support expenses. Tbey would not be lowered substantially even 
if a number of routes were deleted since remaining routes would continue to 
use the same facilities. 

It should be noted that four long-haul routes are currentl.v i)roducing reve- 
niies in excess of direct expenses and three more are approaching this point. 
In the short-haul category two services achieve this inside the corridor and 
the others inside the corridor plus three outside come close, however the final 
column lo.ss for short hauls is still quite high even though utilization of facili- 
ties is quite heavy. This would imply that the revenue per passenger is low in 
proportion to the costs of generating his patronage and providing the necessary 
elaborate facilities for corridor operation. 

The long-haul train excels in its ability to derive more revenue per passenger 
in proportion to the cost of generating his patronage and does not require as 
many e'aborate and exiiensive facilities. Many trains can be added without 
materially increasing needed facilities whereas the corridor is already heavily 
utilized. More potential for revenue increases therefore exists on the long- 
haul routes. 
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NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORP., 5-YR FINANCIAL AND OPERATING PLAN, ROUTE BY ROUTE PROFIT AND 
LOSS, FISCAL YEAR 1976 

|ln thousands of dollars) 

Northeast Corridor (NEC): 
Metroliner _  
ConventlonalCorridor   
Boston-Washington   
New Haven-Sprinf field _  
New York City-Philadelphia   
Harrisburg-Philadelphia  
New York City-Harrisburg  

Total   

Traversing Northeast Corridor: 
Wash ington-Montreal: 

Within NEC. -  
Outside NEC  

Total.._ - 

New York City-Florida: 
Within NEC    
Outside NEC  

Total  

Chicago-New York City/Washington; 
Within NEC   -. 
Outside NEC -  

ToUl  

Kansas City-New York City/Wa$hln|ton: 
Within NEC  
Outside NEC...  

Total       5,437        7,260 

June service startups: 
Within NEC  
Outside NEC -  

Total   

Subtotals: 
Within NEC  
Outside NEC   

Total traversing NEC   

Short haul: 
Empire service  6,402 9,155 
Chicago-St Louis..  3,231 3,359 
Chicago-Milwaukee  1,253 1,064 
Chicago-Detroit   3,799 5,169 
Chicago-Carbondale  1,411 1,806 
Chicago-Quincy   839 1,315 
Los Angeles-San Diego  1,834 2,541 
Seattle-Portland   858 2,577 
Vancouver-Seattle  239 1,138 
Washington-Cumberland  388 953 
San Francisco-Bakersfield  553 2,367 
New York City-Montreal  1,270 2,834 
Chicago-Port Huron  904 2,231 
Chicago-Dubuque    271 635 
Minneapolis-Superior   341 695 
Los Angeles-Las Vegas  28 62 
Special trains.-  388 189 

Total, short haul      24,009      38,090 

Operating expenses 

Direct Common General Total Profit/ 
Revenues expenses expenses support expenses loss 

540,053 J20,308 123,810 19,724 J53,842 $-13,789 
10,935 11,268 9,1S6 4,510 24,974 -14,039 
27,5S2 26, 665 19, 513 10,178 56,356 -28,774 

684 750 1,065 400 2,215 -1,531 
8,073 12,347 10,096 4,946 27,389 -19,316 
2,196 2,328 1,898 931 5,157 -2,961 

812 846 1,071 423 2,340 -1, 523 

90,335 74,512 66,649 31,112 172,273 —81,933 

2,759 
4,241 

2,201 . 
3,827 

4,960 . 
10, 940 2,872 

4,878 7,000 6,028 2,872 15,900 -11,022 

6,772 
20,895 

7,088 . 
23,294 

13, 860 . 
56,982 . 12,793 

.     34,437 27,667 30,382 12,793 70.842 -36,405 

3,002 
7,452 

2,200 . 
6,732 

5,202 . 
18,456 . 4,272 

10,031 10, 454 8,932 4,272 23,658 -13,627 

898 
6,362 

680 . 
5,909 "3,652" 

1, 578 . 
15, 323 . 

6,589 

«S 
150 

63 . 
110  ill" 

148 . 
371 . 

332 235 173 111 519 -187 

13, 516 
39,100 

12,232 . 
39, 872 

25,748 . 
102,072 . 23,100 

55,115 52,616 52,104 23,100 127, 820 -72, 705 

5,877 3,313 18,345 
5,029 1,850 10,238 
3,371 978 5,413 
5,856 2,430 13,455 
2,068 854 4,728 

629 428 2,372 
2,651 1,144 6,336 
2,305 1,076 5,958 
1,155 506 2,799 
1,225 480 2,658 
2,228 1,013 5,608 

952 834 4,620 
1,329 784 4,344 

608 274 1,517 
542 273 1,510 

17 18 97 
123 76 388 

-11,943 
-7,007 
-4,160 
-9,656 
-3, 317 
-1,533 
-4, 502 
-5,100 
-2,560 
-2, 270 
-5,055 
-3,350 
-3,440 
-1,246 
-1,169 

-69 
0 

35, %5      16,331      90,386     -66,377 
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LOSS, FISCAL YEAR 1976—Conticiusd 

|ln thoussnds of dollarsi 

Revenues 

Operating expenses 

Direct 
expenses 

Common 
expenses 

General 
support 

Total 
expenses 

Profit/ 
IDIS 

Long haul: 
Chicago-Washington/Norfolk  3,435 8,625 

16, 483 
10,389 
16,883 
23,654 

7,761 
3,968 

12,430 
2,822 
4,599 

10,074 
4,429 

5,397 
10,959 
8,688 

10,995 
6,430 
5,659 
4,441 
8,187 
2,175 
3,573 
7,042 
1,363 

3,091 
6,048 
4,205 
6,144 
6,630 
2,958 
1,853 
4,544 
1,101 
1,801 
3,772 
1,268 

17,113 
33, 490 
23,282 
34,022 
36,714 
16 378 
10,262 
25.161 
6,098 
9,973 

20,888 
7,060 

-13,678 
Chicago-Seattle (North)         11,875 -21,615 
Chicago-Seattle (South)  
Chicago-San Francisco  
Chicago-Los Angeles  

        5,714 
      12,444 
      16,508 

-17,568 
-21,578 
-20,206 

Chicago-Houston                          6,711 -9,667 
Chicago-New Orleans  
Chicago-Florida   
St. Louis-Laredo  — 
New Orleans-Los Angeles   

        5,122 
        6,208 
        1.137 
        4,901 

-5,140 
-18,953 
-4,961 
-5,072 

Seattle-Los Angeles 10, 788 -10,100 
Chicago-New York City/Boston 4,293 -2,767 

      89,136 122,117 74,909 43,415 240,441 -151,305 
        9,443 9,443 

    268,038 287,335 229,627 113,958 630,920 
43,387 

-362,882 
Corporate expenses -43,387 

Grand total      268,038 674,307 -406, 269 

EXHIBIT D 

NATIONAI- RAILBOAD PASSENGER CORP., FIVE YEAE COKPORATE PLAN— 
FISCAL YEARS, 1978-82 

LEGAL  IBSUXB 

Amtrak's program has been developed in accordance with Amtrak's best 
perception of its legal posture. There are, however, a number of outstanding 
legal issues that could affect the corporation's planning. 
Compensation for UKC of tracks 

The ICC decision In the Texas & Pacific (T&P) compensation case relating 
to operation of the Inter-Aiiierican between Texarkana and Fort Worth could, 
if applied nationally, impose additional costs of $100 million i>er year for oper- 
ation on the tracks owned by private railroads. The decision is on appeal in 
the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. 
Highway 'bridges 

The acquisition of the Northeast Corridor properties, particularly on the 
Philadelphia-Harrisbiirg route, has resulted in claims from local governments 
for repairs to bridges over the tracks. These bridges, used by highway traffic, are 
In disrepair. Amtrak is l)eing asked to finance overdue repairs to them. Amtrak's 
position i.s that it did not take title to bridges that are neither u.sed nor useful 
for railroad purposes. The issue is being litigated in several communities. An 
unfavorable decision in these cases could have a serious effect on Amtrak's 
financial requirements. 
Taxes 

The acquisition of the Northeast Corridor properties has resulted in claims 
by states and numerous local communities for substantial tax payments. The 
most serious example was the effort of New York City to remove an exemption 
from the tax on Penn Station in the amount of $12 million annually. The 
New York State legislature restored the exemption but only after a long and 
expensive fight. In addition to claims for current taxes, the issue of past tax 
liability is not entirely settle<l. The 4R Act intended to iirevent any such liability, 
and the Penn Central Trustees have .submitted a plan to the Bankruptcy Court 
to pay off taxes on which they have defaulted. Both tax problems involve 
millions of dollars. 
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Claims against the Penn Central estate 
The National Arbitration Panel (NAP) held that the Penn Central Trustees 

were responsible, at their sole expense, for restoration of tracks used by Amtrak 
trains to the level of utility that existed on May 1, 1971. The Trustees are 
strenuously opposing the effort to enforce this award, which is now pending 
before the Bankruptcy .Judge in Philadelphia. While these tracks are largely 
owned by ConRail (and by Amtrak in the Northeast Corridor), the liability 
for failure to maintain the level of utility between May 1, 1971 and March 31 
1976, and to a further unknown extent until 1996, involves approximately $22 
million in the ease of the track covered by the NAP award. The value of im- 
provements on other segments of track could run as high as ?2(K) million. Failure 
to recover these monies will require that Amtrak obtain funding from other 
sources. 
Track maintenance coats 

Aside from the compensation standards established in the T&P case, the rail- 
roads in the negotiation of new compensation agreements are increasing their 
demands for compensation for incremental track maintenance costs for the 
wear and tear caused to their tracks by Amtrak's operations. They contend 
that the formulas presently employed do not adequately cover their costs. 

These claims are asserted with ever-increasing vigor since passage of time 
dims the railroad's recognization that the creation of Amtrak relieved the rail- 
roads of annual losses in the hundreds of millions of dollars. These savings, 
which would have grown considerably greater with each passing year, were 
the basis for railroad's accepting the continuing oliligation to provide adequate 
track. 

Some roads maintain that the requirements of their freight ojierations would 
l>ermit them to reduce the level of utility of their track and that Amtrak should 
pay for attaining the spee<l differential re<nilred for passenger operations. As 
time continues to blur the substantial consideration given to the railroa<Ls in 
1971, we must expect that the railroads will increase their demands that Amtrak 
assume newly asserted categories of track-improvement payments. Such demands 
will be reinforced to the extent that other federal programs to provide financial 
assistance for the improvement of track on freight railroads do not achieve their 
purposes in timely fashion. 

"The deterioration of some track segments will l>e greater to the extent that 
track-improvement a.s.sistance is delayed, resulting ultimately in the need for 
larger exjjenditures, and among the other costs that must be counted are the 
unrealize<l gains in revenues that good track can pro<luce. It would be ironic if 
Amtrak's need for subsidy increa.ses becau.se the expectation of greater revenues 
fails to materialize due to track improvements l>eing delayed l)ecau.se federal 
assistance programs take too long in achieving their goals. 

EXHIBIT B 

RoKALD C.  RHECK,  ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF GE00RAi"nY, NEW MEXICO STATE 
UNIVERSITY 

Amtrak Ridership in the Southwest: A Case for the Long Distance Passenger 
Train 

The long distance jwissenger train is still under attack. It appears that the 
attack will heat up in the near future. Amtrak's spiraling operation deficit has 
raised serious cinestions l)y oritic-s within and without the transportation arena. 
Even top management at Amtrak seems to be retreating from earlier statements 
In supiwrt of the long hauls. This is evident in the recent service reductions 
enacted by NRPC and in others either announced or rumore<l for the near future. 
Many say there is no market that the long distance rail traveller is an "extinct 
sjiecies." The evidence is to the contrary, although the species seems to be a 
I)rime candidate for the "endangered" li.st. 

There are two ba.sic ways of looking at the rail passenger nmrket. One is to 
examine the iwtentials of different routes. This Involves examination of factors 
like the population of cities and towns along the route, income and occupational 
levels of the inhabitants, frequency of travel to places along the route, trip 
purpose, nodal splits, travel amenity factors  (comfort, scheduling, etc.)  and 
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many other Items that can be quantified and put through rather sophisticated 
analysis using matheujatical models. Many transportation marketing decisions 
are made in this manner. It is somewhat speculative business with the hazards 
of the gamble ever present. A second approach is to examine present ridership 
characteristics. This is a more secure base for making evaluatiims but although 
good liard data may be available it often does not tell us the why of ridersliip 
patterns. To date little analysis of this data has l)een made in spite of the fact 
tlrnt the Federal Railroad Administration lias collected and tabulated a great 
deal of information alwut the movement of passengers over the Amtrak system. 
Presented in matrix form the data gives the total movement of passengers 
between any two i)oints on each Amtrak route, divided into first class and coach. 
Many things can be done with the information. For instance it is possible to 
determine each station's share of travelers that board or detrain along the route, 
or what city pairs (an origin city and a destination city) are most important, 
the flow- of traflic over every segment of the route, the relative strengths and 
weaknesses of coach and sleeping car tralHc in different markets on the route and 
much other useful information. T^vo limitations of tlie data must lie noted. It 
provides flow information but not flow direction l>etweeu two points and it does 
not tell how much through traffic moves l)eyond the end points of a particular 
route onto another n>ute. Nonetlieless, the data is very significant in what it tells 
us alK)ut the actual use of iiassenger trains. Bxamination of this information for 
four long haul passenger trains in the Southwest clearly refutes the criticism 
that no one u.ses the train for long distance travel. 

Two transcontinental routes, the .Southwest Limited between Chicago and Los 
Angeles and the Sunset Limited, l)etween New Orleans and Los Angeles traverse 
the southwestern states of Texas. New Mexico, Arizona and (California. North- 
south service through Texas northward to Kansas City and/or St. Louis to 
Chicago is provided by the I»ne Star and the Interamerican. The Southwest 
Limited, nee Super Chief, connects the Great I^kes with the Pacific coast and 
has the nation's second and third largest metropolitan areas as its terminals. 
In between lie only two other large urban areas, Kansas City and Albuquerque; 
combined jwpulation 1.7 million. The train operates daily. New Orleans and 
Los Angeles are the terminals of the triweekly Sunset Limited. Unlike the 
Chicago-rx)s Angeles route with only few intermediate large cities ttie Sunset 
Itasses through Houston, San Antonio. El Paso, Tucson and Phoenix witli an 
aggregate population of 5.5 million. These cities contain a larger intermediate 
cities jwpulation than any other Amtrak transcontinental route. The Lone Star 
is a daily through train between Chicago and Houston serving many large and 
nieditim size<i Intermediate ])oints: Kansas City, Topeka, Wichita, Oklahoma 
City and Ft. Worth. A connecting section of the train from Ft. Worth provides 
through service to Dallas. The last train to be examined, the Interamerican. 
operates from Chicago through St. Louis to Little Rock. Dallas, Ft. Worth, 
Austin, San Antonio and Laretlo, a rather circuitous route. It is rather unique 
in that one of its end points. Laredo, Texas is a small city (78.000) rather than 
a major metropolitan center. This is becau.se Congress mandated Amtrak to 
ojjerate the Interamerican as a train providing an international connection to 
Mexico at I^aredo. As of September 1977 the Interamerican oi)erates three times 
a week after brief ijeriods of daily operation during 1976 and 1977 over all or 
parts of the route. Thus we have four rather different long distance trains oper- 
ating in the Southwest: a daily transcontinental train through a route of scant 
intermediate population broken only by a couple of ma.ior cities; a tri-weekly 
tran.scontinental train which serves many large and rapidly growing cities in the 
"Sunltelt:" a daily north-.south train serving a gtXKl array of large and medium 
sized cities scattered between 100 and 300 miles of one another: and a rather 
erratically operated, but currently tri-weekly, train connecting a large metro- 
I)olitan area with several other large and moderate sized citi?s yet terminating 
at a transfer iK>int rather than at a nia.ior urban place. In 1975 the four long 
distance trains operating in the Southwest carried some 676.400 passengers. 

Amtrak President Paul Reistrup has frequently pointe<l to the very small per- 
centage of passengers that ride through on long distance trains between end 
points in order to highlight the fact that these trains are heavily used by travelers 
to or from intermediate points than for through transcontinental travel. The 
Chicago to Seattle Empire Builder is cited as having only 4 percent of the 
passengers on the train for the entire trip. While this is statlsticallv true the 
imolication to the reader of such statements is that the train is operated only for 
a handful of long distance passeneers. This is not the case as the analysis of 
ridership of long distance trains in the Southwest will show. 
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Let us look at the ridership patterns In some detail. But before doing so the 
concept of treating end ixiint cities as tlie only basis for determining through 
ridership should be challenged. A far better definition of through ridership is 
one that includes all stations near either end of a long distance train's run. For 
example, the rider that gets on in Joliet and rides the Southwest Limited to 
San Bernardino is just as much a through long distance passenger as the traveler 
from Chicago to Los Angeles. Keeping this new definition in mind let us proceed 
to examine each of the routes ridership patterns. 

Southwest Limited. This is the most heavily traveled of the four trains in 
1975, but with some 272,000 riders it is just ahead of the Lone Star with 256,000. 
Sleeping ear passengers made up 18 jiercent of the total. Using the end point 
cities definition of through ridership some 8 percent of the total passengers 
traveled between Chicago and Los Angeles. If we expand our definition to in- 
clude Illinois points from Galesburg to Chicago and California points from San 
Bernardino to Los Angeles the through ridership rises to 18 percent. A further 
expansion of the through passenger criteria to include points from Kansas City 
and east to Barstow and wtNSt raises the total percentage of long distance 
travelers to 25. This means that '£i percent of the i>assengers are on the train 
for a distance of at least 1600 miles out of the total route of 2200 miles. By break- 
ing out the sleeping car riders from the total reveals that there is an increasing 
preference for sleeping car over coach as distance increases. Some 23 percent of 
all sleeping car passengers traveled between Chicago and Los Angeles. If we use 
the K.C. and east and Barstow and west definitions this rises to 44 percent. 

The major cities on the Southwest Limited route dominate as the crucial 
origin and desination points. The end point cities, Los Angeles and Chicago, 
account for 40 iJercent and 37 iiercent of the total origins and destinations on the 
route. Kansas City, Albuquerque and Flagstaff are the most important traffic 
generators of the intermediate stations. Although Kansas City is three times 
the size of Albuquerque it accounts for only one percentage point higher as a 
pro<lueer of rail passengers; iierhaixs the result of inconvenient arrival and de- 
parture times of the Southwest Limited. Flagstaff has exceptionally high rider- 
ship generation because of its role as a major transfer point to the Grand Canyon 
and to Phoenix. Even small Lamy. New Mexico, closest station to the tourist 
center of Santa Fe, accounts for 5 percent of all origins and destinations. 

Another critical determinant of long distance travel Is city pairs. A city pair 
represents the direct travel between any two pairs of cities on a route. The 
single mo.st heavily traveled city pair on the Southwest Limited route is Chicago- 
Ix)s Angeles (8 (>ercent of the train's total ridership). More iieople travel between 
tliese two points than between any other two point.s. Next in order of importance 
are Los Angeles-Albuquerque (6 percent), Chicago-Kansas City (5 percent), 
Kansas City-Los Angeles (4 percent), Los Angeles-Flagstaff (4 percent), and 
Chicago-Flagstaff (3 iiercent). While the individual i)ercentages are not great 
on these city pairs tliey account for a cumulative total of 30 i)ercent of all riders 
on the train. Of course, these are not the only long distance city pairs but they 
represent those that account for more than 2 percent each of the ridership. 

Lone Star.—Through ridership is somewhat less significant than for the south- 
west limited yet it is still a major factor in the operation of this train linking 
Chicago and Hou.ston. Only 3 jiereent of the riders use the train from end point 
to end iKtint. However, over 10 i>ercent of all passengers and some 35 i>ercent of 
sleeping car passengers ride between i>oints in Illinois and points in Texas. By 
considering travel from points Kansas City and north to or from Oklahoma City 
and south the through ridership rises to 24 jiercent of the total and a very large 
62 percent of sleeping car passengers. Chicago is the dominant market center on 
this route accounting for 36 percent of the total origins and destinations. Dallas 
and Tt. Worth combinetl rank .second with some 20 iiercent followed by Houston 
(18 i)ercent) and Oklahoma City (17 iMjreent). About 28 percent of all travelers 
originating or terminating in Chicago travel to or from Houston, Ft. Worth, 
l^llas or Oklahoma City. The most important paired cities are: Chicago-Kansas 
City (5 percent), Chicago-Dalla.VFt. Worth (3 f)ercent). Chicago-Oklahoma City 
(3 perc-ent), Chicago-Houston (.3 percent), and Houston-Ft. Worth (3 i)erceut). 
Except for tlie latter i>air all are in excess of 4.W miles ai>art. The number of 
large cities relatively clo.sely spaced diffuses the pa.ssenger load of the Lone 
Star into more segmented movements than those of the other routes. 

Sun-*ct LitnUcd.—This train is unique in many ways. It represents a definite 
upgrading by Amtrak over the service previously operated by the Southern Pa- 
cific. Sleeping cars and full meal service were restored after Amtrak's Inception In 
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1971. The route is through a growth area of major metropolitan centers, however 
the train operates only trl-weekly. Sleeping car passengers account for 20 percent 
of total ridershlp, a share unequalled by any of Amtrak's other transcontinental 
trains. In spite of the close .spacing of major metropolitan centers long distance 
travel is a greater share of the total on the Sunset Limited than on any of 
the other three trains examined. 

The New Orleans-Los Angeles city pair accounts for 8 percent of the total 
ridershlp and 17 percent of the sleeping car patrons. Some 31 percent of the 
train's passengers travel between points from San Antonio and east and stations 
in southern California. Of these through riders 41 percent traveled in sleeping 
cars and they accounted for 44 percent of all sleeping car travel on the Sunset. 

Los Angeles dominates as the major traffic producer followed in importance by 
New Orleans, Houston and El Paso, San Antonio, Tucson and Phoenix con- 
tributed fewer riders each than El Paso in spite of having larger populations. 

The most important city pairs in descending order are: El-Paso-Los Angeles 
(11 percent of the total rider.ship), New Orleans-Los Angeles (8 percent), 
Houston-Los Angeles (8 percent), TUCSOU-IJOS Angeles (8 percent), Phoenix- 
Los Angeles (7 percent) and New Orleans-Houston (6 percent). Tliat four city 
pairs with a total of 35 percent of the train's passengers are all lengthy segments 
(in excess of .500 miles) is a strong indication of long distance travel importance. 
Conversely where large metropolitan areas are close together (in the 150-300 
mile range) the train captures a very small share of the market. San Antonio- 
Houston, El Paso-Tucson and Tucson-Phoenix each account for less than 1 per- 
cent of the riders on the Sunset Limited. Tri-weekly ser\-ice. middle-of-tlie-nlght 
arrival and departure times and the lack of complementary services to permit 
single day round trips virtually eliminate the Sunset as a contender for volume 
traffic In these short haul markets. 

Interamerlcan. This train operated tri-weekly in 1975 and carried 44,244 
passengers; 9 percent prefering to travel in sleeping cars. In spite of the fact that 
the southern terminal is not a major urban center 6 percent of the travel on the 
Interamerlcan is between St. Louis and Laredo. Through travel between St. Louis 
and points in Texas totaled 29% of all ridershlp and almost 70% of the sleeping 
car i>assengers. The most important city i>airs were St. Loui.s-IJttle Rock (14 per- 
cent), St. Louis-San Antonio (7 percent), St. Ix>uis-Laredo (6 ixrcent), St. Louis- 
Dallas (5 percent), St. Louis-Austin (3 percent) and St. Louis-Ft. Worth (2 
percent. Since the data base for this analysis is 197.5. l)efore the northern ter- 
minal of the Interamerlcan was extended to Chicago. St. IjO'iis clearlv dominates 
as the major traffic generator. The intrastate city pairs within Texas accounted 
for less than 2 percent per city pair. The tri-weekly ojwration clearly eliminates 
the train as an effective competitor in the sbort-haul intercity markets. Unre- 
liable timekeeping for which this train is noted is surely another deterent to the 
traveler on a tight schedule. 

The above ridershlp analysis of the four trains operating in the Southwest is 
by no means exhau.stive. The conclusion is that a long di.stance train market as 
evidenced by actual ridershlp patterns does exist. This is not the only market 
for these trains and an equally strong case can be made for medium and short 
distance travel on them. The train operating over long distances and serving 
many cities and towns will attract riders making man.v kinds of trips. However, 
a single train cannot serve all of the potential markets. As noted atwve middle- 
of-the-night station times discourage travel yet on some routes it is impossible 
to sc-hedule the train so it hits all major cities at convenient hours. Less-than- 
dally service makes use of the train almost impossible for short haul round trine. 
The very slim share of total train ridership by the Sunset Limited and Inter- 
amerlcan in markets like Bl Paso-Tucson. Houston-San Antonio and Ft. Worth/ 
Dallas-S.in Antonio is evidence of this limitation. 

The long di.stance routes need to be develoijcd to thoir true jiotential by ina\igu- 
rating additional trains. Not onl.v is there a need for all places to be served during 
daylight hours but al.so for frequent trains in tlie major travel imths between the 
larger cities on long distance routes. Chicago-Kansas City, Dallas-Houston. 
Tucson-Phoenix and other city iMiirs are good examples of needed additional 
.services to develop corridor markets on the long distance routes. 

These additional trains will allow Amtrak to tap into new markets with very 
small capital investments and only minimal increases in operating costs for sta- 
tions, commissaries, locomotive and car servicing facilities and for other indirect 
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expenses. As Amtrak's own statistics show the Sunset Limited earns revenues in 
excess of the al)Ove-the-rall costs of operation. The large infrastructure necessary 
for operating a single train on each route is a major determinant of total op- 
erating deflcit.s. Only when adequate train seniee is provided, and filled to ca- 
pacity, will the ratio of infra.structure costs to total oiierating costs he brought 
down to manageable levels. More frequent train service will have a net positive 
effect on the economics of the Amtrak system. 

[E^om the Washington Post, Sept. 30,1977] 

EXHIBIT E (2) 

WHO'S TO BLAUE FOB AMTBAK'S ILLS? 

Whoa, there! We rail passenger advocates in Texas and other parts at the 
West and South take issue with your statement in the Sept. 4 editorial "Pas- 
senger Trains: Endangered Species," which lays the blame for Amtrak's deficit 
on the long-haul trains out in our neck of the woods. Let's take a closer look. 

Even after being fully equipped during the past year with new cars, Amtrak's 
Northeast corridor between Boston and Washington is a horrendous loser. It 
appears that the deficit for fiscal year 1077 will amount to lietween $13.5 and $140 
million, up from $82 million in fiscal year 1076. This means that 2 percent 
of Amtrak's route miles are responsible for 28 percent of tlie system's $500-mil- 
Hon-pltis deficit, and blame cannot be laid on allocated costs because the fixed 
facilities are heavily used and the costs adequately spread. Although much credit 
Is given to the earning ability of the fast Metroliners, the fact remains that they 
would perform poorly if the other corridor trains (including to a great extent the 
long-haul trains traveling through the corridor) did not shoulder a large portion 
of the allocated costs. 

Long-haul trains over the entire country posses.s a much greater earning 
potential has ever been attained because their facilities are inadequately used and 
fixed costs Inadequately spread due to an insufflcipnt number of trains servicing 
them, and l)ecau8e air-conditioning failures and abuses by operating railroads 
have attenuated their performance. In spite of this, 60 percent of Amtrak's 
l)a»senger miles are accounted for l)y the long-hauls. 

Looking at it another way the long-hauls account for twice the passenger miles 
with half the number of passengers as the Northeast corridor. This illustrates 
the much higher earning ability per passenger of the long-hanls. A reasonable 
increase in quality of service could easily place the long-hauls ahead in both 
categories. As a matter of fact, projections show that this is where the greatest 
potential for growth lies. People will continue to move amund over short dis- 
tances in automobiles even if fuel goes higher or becomes scarce. Long-distance 
travel will be another story and the expense of fl.ving and the discomfort of the 
bus will preclude them as the answer. 

The future will reveal that the rinkydink $10 and $1.5 tickets sold in the cor- 
ridor will not (.'et the job done. Remember the m\iltitude of short-haul Eastern 
freight railroads that went broke because they couldn't haul the freight far 
enoueh once the.v got it loaded to make it pay? 

Westerners and Southerners take a dim view of the recent Amtrak cutbacks, 
which obviously are prejudiced against their areas. It is one thing to find it 
neces.sary to wait an hour longer to go from Washington to Philadelphia, but 
it is another to wait two days longer to go from Dallas to St. I>ouis.' Resources 
of these outlying areas are obviously being expropriated to shore up the deficit- 
riddled Northeast corridor. Such services may be vital from a social standpoint, 
but touri.sm is the nation's fastest-growing industry, arid general-purpose travel 
increa.ses constantly. Our area.s desen-e rail passenger development to meet the 
needs indigenous to them although distinct from the commuting character of 
travel in the East. 

If Amtrak will get on the ball and clean up its operations nationwide it can 
generate enough revenue at the ticket counter to overcome the short-falls and 
render inordinate subsidies unnecessary. 

M. D. MONAOHAN, 
Oarland, Tex. 
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EXHIBIT F 

[ From the Phoenix Arizona Republic, May 19, 1977] 

LBITEBS TO THE EDITOR—AMTRAK DEFENDED 

EDITOR: In view of recent agitation it would be enlightening to know If 
Greyhound's primary function is operating a propaganda ministry or running 
buses. 

In viewing objections of Amtrak dissidents there seems to be a consistent in- 
consistency in the arguments presented. We hear from one faction that the 
passenger train should be given a detent l>urial along with the .stagecoach be- 
cause it is an outmoded form of transportation and people will not ride them. 
On the other hand we obser\-e the bus companies screaming because Amtrak 
threatens to put them out of business. The bus operators attempt to cover this in- 
consistency by claiming that Amtrak siphons off that "21st passenger who makes 
the biis profitable". This is hard to swallow. Multi-million dollar corporations 
do not exist to service marginal operations. Greyhound knows full well that 
Amtrak will eat their lunch when the rail route structure becomes more com- 
plete due to the superior marketability of trains. With l.j.OOO stations as com- 
pared to Amtrak's 500 the bus companies should be handling 20 to 30 times the 
Intercity passenger-miles as Amtrak instead of only twice the amount—which 
casts doubt on the public acceptance of buses. 

Greyhound snarls aljout Amtrak "deficits", and states that long-haul trains 
are l)orn losers, hoping to deprive the West and South of rail pa.«isenger service. 
When Amtrak legislation was passed in 1970 Congress mandated Amtrak to 
establish a nationwide rail passenger system. They have succeeded in establish- 
ing the fixed facilities around over the country that are needed for a nationwide 
system, but due to opposing vested interests a sufficient number of trains has not 
been added. 

In studying the Amtrak financial sheet for FY 1976 it can be seen that 
four long-haul routes liave revenues exceeding direct costs, the "Sunset 
Limite<l" serving Phoenix being one of them. There is no reason why the others 
should not perform equally well when provided witli good e<iulpment and im- 
proved routings. The "losses" which are attacked so vehemently by the bus 
companies and other opposing interests result from the fact that the cost 
of the extensive fixed facilities are charged agaln.st the routes by means of 
amiiiguous cost accounting based on mileage. If the "Simset" or any given train 
were removed, the.se allocate<l costs would not disappear, they would simply be 
reallocated to what was left. The answer is not fewer trains but more and 
better trains so the i)atronage will build and so that the fixed facilities will 
be adequately used and the costs adequately distributed. This will result in more 
direct profits which can be directed toward liquidating the fixed costs. 

People in the West shoul not buy the old cliche that trains belong only in 
the Eastern corridor.s. It is the long-haul trains that have the economic poten- 
tial because they generate more revenue in proportion to the solicitation and 
handling costs per passenger due to the greater mileage. Analogous to this is the 
fact that Western long-haul freight railroads are prosperous and many short- 
haul Eastern lines are bankrupt. If short-haul pa.ssenger lines are so productive 
then Amtrak should purchn.se the Long Island Rsiilroad 1 

Greyhound sheds tears for the "rwor" people they claim will sulTer from the 
neglet't of bus facilities, but they avoid the subject of the elderly who cannot 
tolerate the cramped conditionB of a bus or cannot fly and need the comfort of 
a train. 

It is appropriate to point out that the Department of Transportation has re- 
ported that trains can i)e the most efficient form of pulilic transportation (up to 
360 seat miles per gallon) contrary to what Greyhound implies. 

M.   D.   MONAGHAN, 
Dallas City-County. Amtrak Committee. GarJand, Tex. 

[From the Los Angeles Herald Bxamlner, Saturday, Dec. 25,1976] 

READERS' FORI:M—I,ETTER8 TO THE EDITOR—CRITICISM OF AMTRAK SCOLDED 

The l)ad-mouthing of Amtrak by Greyhound's C. D. Kirkpatrick as described 
in your Dec. 9 issue was inai>propriate and in bad taste during the.se days of 
concern over energy conservation. 
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From observing the impressive im-reases in Amtrak ridersliip between Los 
Angeles and San Diego it is obvious tliat people are beginning to tliink in these 
terms, but they simply do not consider l)us transportation a satisfactory alter- 
native due to the limited attractions it has to offer. 

A look at prevailing statistics tells the tale. Amtrak serves approximately 500 
stations nationwide but suffers from a very restricted route structure with 
limited marketability. The bus lines .serve 15,000 stations well distriliuted over 
the nation with a highly marketable pattern. 

In spite of the obvious difference in e.\i)osure the bus comimnies can muster 
only 2 per cent of the intercity market and their volume is declining, whereas 
Amtrak accounts for 1 per cent of the market and is increasing, especially the 
long-haul routes. 

In all fairness, liowever. it should be pointed out that Amtrak in reality serves 
18 per cent of the market in the limited areas they .service. If the pui)lie had 
a high regard for bus transportation the bus companies would clearly be doing 
20 to 30 times the volume of Amtrak instead of twice the volume. 

The bus companies are over-extending themselves in attempting to appear 
as non-subsidized, tax-paying private enterpri.ses. This might be the case if the 
motor carriers were partners with the higliway departments, supplying capital 
Oi their own to supplement the cost of highway construction whit-ii would, of 
course, entail borrowing of money and payment of interest and taxes. 

Instead, they sit back and permit the public to build tlie.se elal>orate and ex- 
pensive facilities whereupon they wcupy them for a nominal user charge. The 
use of these facilities for sucli a pittance represents a Christmas tree of unparal- 
leled value and renders criticism of Amtrak subsidies entirely out of place. 

M.   D.   MO.NAGHAN, 
Dallas City-County, Amtrak Committee, Garland, Tex. 

[From the Dallas TlmeH Herald, Monday, Oct. 3.1977] 

LETTERS—BUSES VERSUS PASSENOEB TRAINS 

In comparing energy efficiencies of passenger trains and buses, Sir. James 
Xenow, in his Sept. 21 letter, fails to consider one important factor. The fuel 
efficiency of a vehicle operating with a good payload of passengers is one thing. 
The efficiency while operating only partially tilled is another. V'ery closely con- 
nected to this issue is the matter of how attractive a mode of transportation is 
to the public so that they will vi.se it in large numbers; in other words, what 
is it i>otential of utilization? 

Until energ.v constraints become more severe, the public will continue to have 
a choice among several modes of transiwrtation. therefore they will be highly 
selective when it comes to attractiveness. 

Problems of the bus industry liegan long before Amtrak. In the period from 
1950 to 1970, their share of intercity traffic dropped from .37.7 per cent to 16 
per cent, about the same as it was in 1929. This period should have lieen a wind- 
fall for the liuses as the railroads were deliberately strangling their iwissenger 
.service and in 1971 one-half of the remaining trains were discontinueil with the 
advent of Amtrak. Concurrently, highways were radically improve<l, yet bus 
traffic declined steadily and .still i.s. They simply lacked the ability to attract 
passengers. Their lack of marketability is evident .since they have 30 times the 
number of .stations as Amtrak but handle only twice the number of passenger 
miles. 

The multitude of handicaps under which Amtrak has oi)erate<l for the past 
six years have been well documented. Eastern domination and prejudice toward 
the Northeast Corridor plus opposition from external .sources lias stunted rail 
growth in our i>art of the country and many others, yet Amtrak patronage has 
grown steadily in spite of tlie^liandicaps. It is basically an attractive and market- 
able product when properly run. Coii.swiuently, its fuel efficiency is unsurpassed 
when its .sen-ice is optimized and its trains are filled, a proces.s" that it will un- 
dergo as new ecjuipnient is placed in service, routes realigned and disputes with 
railroads resolved. Department of Tran.sportation data lists top efficiency for 
trains as 360 seat miles per gallon while buses come in at 280. In reality, both are 
basically fuel efficient and should not be quarreling with each other but prepar- 
ing to acconmiotlate users of the automobile as their costs .soar and they are 
forced to public trnnsiKirtation. 

As for subsidies, concurrent with their broadside attack on Amtrak during 
the past year the bus companies have quietly lieen shepherding legislation 



through Congress which will exempt them from the wser charges they previ- 
ously paid for use of the highways. Passage of this legislation will mean that tax- 
payers will make up the difference and the bus companies will enjoy a subsidy 
comparable only to that of the liarge operators who have used the waterways 
for decades with no compensation to the government. Amtrak oi>erates on a pri- 
vately owned right of way which is taxed by the same districts to which we all 
remit as taxpayers and receives a subsidy clearly visible to the public, not hid- 
den and doled out In bits and pieces as with other forms of transportation. 

M.   D.   MONAGHAN, 
Director, Region IX, National Association of 

Rnilroad Passenger, Garland, Tex. 

^ [From the Dallas Times Herald, Sept. 21.1977] 

LETTERS—AMTKAK WASTES TAXES, ENEMY 

A recent letter advocated establishment of immediate Amtrak railroad service 
between Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston and San Antonio. 

Apparently the writer was not aware that excellent, highly competitive, fre- 
quent bus service presently exists between these cities. That's also true of air 
service. From an energy standpoint the bus In 1976 produced 126 passenger 
miles per gallon of fuel, while Amtrak produced 44 passenger miles per gallon, 
about the same as the automobile. 

Every Amtrak passenger's fare is presently being subsidized by the taxpayer 
at the rate of $33.50. On the St. Louis-to-Laredo Amtrak train, which operates 
between Forth Worth and San Antonio, taxpayer subsidy for each passenger 
is $105. You and I, the taxpayer, are also subsidizing more than half of the cost 
of Amtrak passengers' food and drink. We believe this waste of our tax dollars 
and declining energy reserves is shameful. 

JAMES NENOW, 
Arlington. 

STATEMENT OF GEKALD L. PIEBI, ON BEHALF OF THE COMMONWEIALTH OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

I am Gerald L. Fieri, Director of Rail Operations for the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts. I am pleased to be here today on behalf of Secretary of 
Transportation Frederick P. Salvucci and to present the views of the Common- 
wealth. 

First of all, let me say that I have not come here to make every word 
of my testimony into an all out attack on Amtrak. Frankly, Amtrak (and its 
management) have done many good things. Several aspects of train service 
are significantly improved over those which existed in the middle of 1971 when 
Amtrak was just starting to operate. New and refurbished equipment, cleaner 
stations, reasonably workable reservations .system, reliability, and even such 
basic creature comforts as heat, air conditioning, and functioning rest rooms 
are rapidly becoming the rule rather than the exception. 

From my i>er.sonal viewiwint (in addition to my profes.sional viewpoint), 
the improvements are most welcome. I usually take the sleeping car in the 
overnight train when I come here to Washington from Boston. (I did not do eo 
last night becau.se I was coming from a place where there is no Amtrak service.) 
This has always been more convenient to nie than a pre-dawn dash to the air- 
port, and I was willing to endure a very .shabby and unheated roomette (or one 
where the heat could not be shut down), washing myself in cold water, and not 
being able to even get a cup of coffee in the morning. Now. the train is clean, 
the heat works (and can be regulated) the wash basin has hot water, and I can 
get coffee, a hot roll, or even sometimes a liot breakfast. 

Significantly, these improvements have been made against great odds. The con- 
dition of the car fleet that Amtrak inherited was bad—far worse than an.vone 
had anticipated. The track (contrary to the provisions of the contracts between 
Amtrak and the freight railroads) continued to deteriorate with resulting slower 
schedules, derailment.s, and even rerouting.s. Cooperation between freight rail- 
roads and Amtrak has not always been (we are told) as good as it should be. 
And, the funding has not always been as adequate as it should be, probably be- 
cause none of us realized the magnitude of the problems. 
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However, while the Commonwealth recognizes the achievements that Amtrak 
has made and the problems that were faced, my job today is not to document 
them to you. Amtrak can certainly do that. Rather, I view my responsibility as 
being to discuss with you the tasks that are yet to be done at Amtrak, to review 
wih you the shortcomings that we see, to note some of the frustrations that we 
state transportation officials experience when we try to work (with Amtrak) to 
Improve service, and to make a suggestion as to what you in the Congress can 
do to help achieve the goals that we all had seven years ago when Amtrak was 
being created. 

I have several messages that I would like to convey : 
(1) The service cuts planned for the end of this month for the Northeast 

Corridor simply cannot be allowed to stand. Congress should give serious 
thought to restoring some of the previous Amtrak budget cut, as distasteful 
as that may be. 

(2) Amtrak should have the ability (including the financial ability) to 
run additional trains on existing routes and to make route extensions where 
significant opportunities exist to improve service and to improve Amtrak's 
financial picture. 

(3) We have faced some problems, and still continue to face some prob- 
lems, in dealing with Amtrak in understanding the rationale of some of the 
decisions that its management makes. 

(4) Despite this, it is not time to call for the end of Amtrak, a phasing out 
of Amtrak, or a drastic downward restructuring of the scoi)e of Amtrak. We 
doubt that It will ever be appropriate to call for these dra.stic actions. 

(5) The solution to our current problems with Amtrak is not to have 
wholesale changes in the top management of the railroad. 

RESTORATION OP ITOBTHEA8T CORRIDOR TRAINS SCHEDULED TO BE CUT THIS MONTH 

First, there is the matter of the budget and the service cuts that resulted 
when Amtrak management did not get all of the money It wanted. (As you know, 
Amtrak had requested $534 million; the administration proposed $500 million; 
and Congress appropriated $488.5 million—an amount $45.5 million or 8.5 per 
cent—less than the original request. Amtrak responded by massive cuts in its 
service.) 

The best information that we can get from Amtrak (and this is verbal infor- 
mation from their governmental relations people) is that these drastic cuts will 
".save" approximately $28 million nationwide of which approximately $10 million 
will be "saved" on the Northeast Corridor. To "save" $10 million—less than 
2 percent of its proposed budget, Amtrak is cutting over one third of its corridor 
trains including 32 i)ercent of the trains on the Boston to New Haven end of the 
Corridor and 45 percent of the Corridor trains between New Haven and Spring- 
field, Massachusets. 

We don't know if schedule cuts were really necessary to cover the $45 million 
shortfall. We have been unable to find out many of the real details of where 
Amtrak's money goes and what other economies could have been tired in lieu of 
service cuts. Without firm information, I can only strongly suspect that there 
were other areas of i)os.sible .savings, but that these savings would not have the 
same public impact—and therefore the same pressure on Congress to restore the 
full funding request. Perhaps you can learn the facts. 

We do know, however, that there is a very poor cost benefit ratio resulting 
from making the high percentages of cuts in the Northeast Corridor for a sav- 
ings of less than 2 percent of the budget. We also know that these cuts are hardly 
consistent with the present investment of approximtely $2 billion of public money 
Into upgrading tlie Northeast Corridor. And, we do know that these cuts are a 
large step backward in our efforts to create a convenient rail service that will 
attract many new riders from energy-inefflcieut and congested liighways and air 
routes in the corridor. 

Also, we wonder if the cuts represent actual savings or If they actually 
result j)rlmarily in layoffs for train and engine crews, on-board service employees, 
and other workers who are protecte<l by Section 505 of the Regional Rail Reor- 
ganization Act of 1973 and who will be paid—with Federal money, but not out 
of the Amtrak budget—*ven if they do not work. Somehow, shifting an expense 
from the Federal-funded Amtrak budget to the Federally-funded Regional Rail 
Transportation Protective Account (created in Section 500 of the Regional Rail 
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Reorganization Act of 1973) doesn't seem to be a saving for the taxpayer althongh 
It does improve Amtrak's financial statement. 

Ttiere are many who say that true success of the Northeast CJorrldor is depend- 
ent on reliable service offered on a convenient and frequent schedule—a memory 
schedule similar to the "every hour on the hour" schedule that Eastern Airlines 
offers on its "air shuttle". Certainly, the patronage increases that resulted every 
time a Metroliner was added to the New York to Washington service confirms 
Ihis as do the results of the studies that the Federal Railroad Administration 
lias made as part of its Northeast C!orridor Project. Amtrak's cuts are hardly 
consistent with this philosophy. 

Of course, we made a strong protest to Amtrak when the planned cuts were 
made know^n to us a few days l)efore they were finalized. Massachusetts Secre- 
tary of Transportation Frederick Salvucci sent a rather detailed telegram to each 
of Amtrak's board members. The best that could be offered in reply was a letter 
(from Amtrak's Director of State and Local Services) suggesting that "sufficient 
trains will be available so that with some adjustment in travel patterns, the 
requirements of most potential passengers can be met." Perhaps such a statement 
v,-ould be accurate when talking about the vacation traveler who forms a signifi- 
cant percentage of Amtrak's long-haul market—frankly, I do not know—, but the 
statement is not valid at all when talking about the business person on a rela- 
tively short trip who predominates the Northeast Corridor and who should be 
drawn in even greater numbers to using rail service. 

Massachusetts supported by the other Northeast states, feels that the corridor 
service cuts must be restored. So, we urge Congress to give Amtrak sufiBcient 
funds to rescind these massive corridor cuts. (I realize that tils is also a matter 
for another committee of Congress.) In fact, we in Massachusetts are not at all 
opposed to the restoration (this year) of enough funding to rescind all of the 
proposed service cuts. We do, however, feel that any such action should be 
accompanied by' a Congressional requirement that Amtrak prepare a thorough 
evaluation of system efficiency, costs, and ridership, its plans to improve Its 
overall performance, and its plans to develop logical service expansions. 

Amtrak should get a loud and clear message from Congress that this course of 
action (massive schedule cuts to try to force Congressional action In favor of 
more money) will never work again and that the Congress will have no mercy 
on those who even attempt to try it again. 

ABILITY TO EXPAND THE SYSTEM IS NEEDED 

The numbers used by Amtrak in announcing its cuts to corridor service seem 
to indicate that (if equipment is available) the addition of several trains to the 
corridor could be accomplished at a very small incremental cost. The experience 
of the Metroliner additions, the FRA corridor studies, and the experience of the 
"Air Shuttle" all Indicate that the ridersliip attracted by expanding corridor 
service (especially north and east of New York) would be significant. It is very 
likely that the incremental gains in revenue could exceed the Incremental costs. 

Yet, Amtrak is i)resently so constrained by the budget (or at least that is 
what they tell us) that cuts rather than improvements in service are the only 
choice. 

Similarly, Amtrak has some opportunities to extend present routes at a very 
high financial return and at a very significant improvement in the scope of service 
offered. Again, the budgetary constraints all but preclude these extensions. 

We suggest that Congress admonish Amtrak to pay more attention to improve- 
ments and expansions of existing .services and extensions of existing routes In 
liigh population areas where the payoff in people carried and energy saved is so 
high. We believe that such planning should follow the criteria for new routes 
which were developed by Amtrak last year under Congressional mandate. 

PROBLEMS 

We do face problems in dealing with Amtrak. Perhaps these problems are 
not as great as we have faced In the past, but they still exist. We hope that 
Congress will be able to inspire Amtrak management into providing more rapid 
solutions. 

We find that it is difficult if not impossible to meaningfully commijnlcate with 
Amtrak on such matters as schedule changes and changes in station stops. 

We find that we have very little warning (we used to have more) of schedule 
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changes. And we even have trouble getting prompt Amtrak responses on pro- 
posals that involve our spending large amounts of state money to improve their 
services. 

DO  NOT AB0U8H   AMTRAK 

Some have argued recently that Amtrak is doing so poorly that it should be 
abolished. This is from our point of view, hardly the case. Granted, Amtrak is 
still doing a lot more poorly than most of us would like, but it still presents 
to us the best opportunity to restore intercity rail passenger service to the 
position which it should have in our overall transportation system—a position 
which is becoming increasingly important as energy, land use, and environmental 
con.siderations evolve. Perhaps it is time to make changes at Amtrak, but it Is 
not time now, and it will probably never be the time, to start phasing out Amtrak. 

DO NOT DEMAND WHOLESALE RESIGNATIONS FBOM TOP MANAGEMENT 

Some have said recently that we should thoroughly clean house at Amtrak 
and bring in a whole new management team. We are not yet convinced that this 
Is the answer. Massachusetts believes we may be much better off by mandating 
some changes in the way that things are managed rather than by bringing in an 
entire new (and tlierefore inexperienced) team to do the managing. One of the 
problems, as we see it, is that Amtrak's top management is ©nly now starting 
to get a good feel for some of the problems that exist. It would seem unwise, 
therefore, to force the new i)eople to go through the same long process of estab- 
lishing lines of communication. 

CONCLUSION 

I appreciate having had this opportunity to share these views with you. We in 
Massachusetts have long been strong supporters of good rail passenger service. 
We see the upgraded Northeast Corridor as being the only reasonable way to 
avoid Increased overuse of highways and airways. Consistent with this philoso- 
phy, we have put up our entire share of the "non-Federal" funds for the Northeast 
Corridor Project—the first, and (I am told) still the only state to do so. 

There are many problems with Amtrak, and many of its manegement decisions 
seem less than appropriate. Probably, the biggest source of the problems Is a 
consistent lack of good communication—with the states, with Congress, with 
the operating railroads, with its own employees, and with its potential riders. 
Perhaps the first step in overcoming these problems is a Congressional demand 
for drastically increased accountability of management to the Congress. 

We should not use these problems—as bad as they may be—as an excuse to 
eliminate Amtrak or sharply reduce its scope. 

TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF RAIXBOAO PAssENOias, 
HOUSTON CHAPTER, 

Hoiuton, Tew., October SI, 19X1. 
Hon. FRED B. ROONET, 
Chairman, Transportation SutcommHtee, Bouse Interstate and Foreign Relations 

Committee, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MB. CHAIRMAN: We would appreciate your entering the following re- 

marks Into the record of the Subcommittee's hearings on Amtrak services: 
The Houston Chapter of the Texas Association of Railroad Passengers Is a 

group of citizens concerned with the Improvement of rail passenger services 
to provide an attractive alternative to the private automobile for Intercity 
transportation and local transit. We are deeply disturbed by what we i)ercelve 
to be a failure on the part of Amtrak's management to develop the existing 
potential for rail passenger service In the south and southwest parts of onr 
country. 

Concentrating almost exclusively on corridor operations, Amtrak has provided 
only minimum levels of service on Its long-haul trains. Frequent mechanical 
breakdowns due primarily to poorly performed maintenance, Infrequency of 
service at Inconvenient hours, and poor time-keeping, have been ongoing condi- 
tions on the long-haul routes since Amtrak's beginning, and have kept the 
true potential of the long-haul trains from being realized. Yet despite these 
adversities, long-haul ridership continues to grow, In evidence of the public's 
desire for this transportation mode. 
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The economics of the long-haul train which enable It to generate considerably 
higher revenues per passenger without a corresponding Increase In costs, com- 
pared to the corridor operation, indicate that it is the long-haul operation which 
holds the key to reducing Amtrak's current inordinate subsidies. All transporta- 
tion modes receive public subsidy, both indirect in the form of utilization of pul>- 
lic facilities, or direct in the form of grants. However, Amtrak's present level of 
subsidization is unquestionably too high relative to its current passenger load. 

The an.swer to this dilemma lies in a reordering of priorities within Amtrak. 
Amtrak must re-address its marketing effort toward the long-haul trains on those 
routes which present high utilization potential on the basis of city pairs. Evidence 
of this need is current ridership on the "Coast Starlight Ltd." from which passen- 
gers are all too freqeuntly turned away for lack of space. Expansion of such 
routes to more than one daily train will result in exponential increases in rider- 
ship thus providing greater fixed cost coverage. Other routes such as the "Simset 
Ltd.", the "Lone Star", and the "Lakeshore Ltd." offer the same potential, not 
to mention routes which do not now exist, but are needed. 

Ideally Amtrak should be capable of internally reordering its priorities. How- 
ever, if it appears incapable of such, as its last six years would indicate, then a 
Congressionaily mandated reordering is needed, along with a thorough "house- 
cleaning" of the individuals responsible for the present morass. Before such can 
occur, however, it will be necessary to remove the Congressionaily imposed salary 
ceiling which now serves as a disincentive to competent individuals who might 
otherwise be willing to shoulder Amtrak's burdens. A relatively low salary may 
not disuade a potential Secretary of State, but an operating manager of Amtrak 
does not have the same non-flnancial rewards. 

We are convinced that a viable intercity passenger rail system is absolutely 
necessary for present and future mobility In our Nation. Amtrak is not now 
adequately meeting this need, but only because of management failure to exploit 
its potential. The concept is sound, but the development of Amtrak's premium 
market—the long-haul trains—must l)e exercised if it is ever to prove a success. 

JAMES W. HorMEtsTER, 
President. 

[Whereupon, at 3:50 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.] 
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